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the Reader Aids section at the end of this issue. 


29114, 29115 


3015 (3 documents) 








Rules and Regulations 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains regulatory documents having 
general applicability and legal effect, most 
of which are keyed to and codified in 
the of Federal Regulations, which is 
publi under 50 titles pursuant to 44 
U.S.C. 1510. 

The Code of Federal Regulations is sold 
by the Superintendent of Documents. 
Prices of new books are listed in the 
first FEDERAL REGISTER issue of each 
month. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural Marketing Service 
7 CFR Part 910 


[Lemon Reg. 417; Lemon Reg. 416, Amdt. 1] 


Lemons Grown in California and 
Arizona; Limitation of Handling 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This action establishes the 
quantity of California-Arizona lemons 
that may be shipped to the fresh market 
during the period June 26-July 2, 1983, 
and increases the quantity of lemons 
that may be shipped during the period 
June 19-25, 1983. Such action is needed 
to provide for orderly marketing of fresh 
lemons for the periods specified due to 
the marketing situation confronting the 
lemon industry. 

DATES: The regulation becomes effective 
June 26, 1983, and the amendment is 
effective for the period June 19-25, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William J. Doyle, Chief, Fruit Branch, 
F&V, AMS, USDA, Washington, D.C. 
20250, telephone 202-447-5975. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
final rule has been reviewed under 
Secretary's Memorandum 1512-1 and 
Executive Order 12291 and has been 
designated a “non-major” rule. William 
T. Manley, Deputy Administrator, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, has 
certified that this action will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
This action is designed to promote 
orderly marketing of the California- 
Arizona lemon crop for the benefit of 
producers, and will not substantially 
affect costs for the directly regulated 
handlers. 


This final rule is issued under 
Marketing Order No. 910, as amended (7 
CFR Part 910; 47 FR 50196), regulating 
the handling of lemons grown in . 
California and Arizona. The order is 
effective under the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 601-674). The action 
is based upon the recommendations and 
information submitted by the Lemon 
Administrative Committee and upon 
other available information. It is hereby 
found that this action will tend to 
effectuate the declared policy of the Act. 

This action is consistent with the---— 
marketing policy for 1982-83. The 
marketing policy was recommended by 
the committee following discussion at a 
pulbic meeting on July 6, 1982. The 
committee met again publicly on June 
21, 1983, at Los Angeles, California, to 
consider the current and prospective 
conditions of supply and demand and 
recommended a quantity of lemons 
deemed advisable to be handled during 
the specified weeks. The committee 
reports the demand for lemons is good. 

It is further found that it is 
impracticable and contrary to the public 
interest to give preliminary notice, 
engage in public rulemaking, and 
postpone the effective date until 30 days 
after publication in the Federal Register 
(5 U.S.C. 553), because of insufficient 
time between the date when information 
became available upon which this 
regulation and amendment are based 
and the effective date necessary to 
effectuate the declared policy of the Act. 
Interested persons were given an 
opportunity to submit information and 
views on the regulation at an open 
meeting, and the amendment relieves 
restrictions on the handling of lemons. It 
is necessary to effectuate the declared 
purposes of the Act to make these 
regulatory provisions effective as 
specified, and handlers have been 
apprised of such provisions and the 
effective time: 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 910 
Marketing agreements and orders, 
California, Arizona, Lemons. 
1. Section 910.717 is added as follows: 


§910.717 Lemon regulation 417. 

The quantity of lemons grown in 
California and Arizona which may be_. 
handled during the period June 26, 1983, 
through July 2, 1983, is established at 
340,000 cartons. 
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2. Section 910.716 Lemon Regulation 
416 (48 FR 27716) is revised to read as 
follows: 


§910.716 Lemon regulation 416. 


The quantity of lemons grown in 
California and Arizona which may be 
handled during the period June 19, 1983, 
through June 25, 1983, is established at 
375,000 cartons. 


(Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as amended (7 U.S.C. 
601-674)) 


Dated: June 23, 1983. 


D. S. Kuryloski, 

Deputy Director, Fruit and Vegetable 
Division, Agricultural Marketing Service. 
[FR Doc. 83—-17312 Filed 6-23-83; 11:35 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-02-M : 


7 CFR Parts 911, 918, 923, 925 and 930 


Expenses and Rates of Assessment 
for Specified Marketing Orders 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This regulation authorizes 
expenditures and establishes 
assessment rates under Marketing 
Orders 911, 918, and 923 for the 1983-84 
fiscal periods, under Marketing Order 
925 for the 1982-83 fiscal period, and 
amends the approved 1982-83 budget for 
Marketing Order 930. Funds to 
administer these programs are derived 
from assessments on handlers. 


EFFECTIVE DATES: April 1, 1983—March 
31, 1984 (§ § 911.222 and 923.223); March 
1, 1983-February 29, 1984 (§ 918.220); 
December 1, 1982—November 30, 1983 

(§ 925.202); May 1, 1982—April 30, 1983 
(§ 930.212). 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William J. Doyle, Chief, Fruit Branch, F 
& V, AMS, USDA, Washington, D.C. 
20250, telephone (202) 447-5975. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This rule 
has been reviewed under Secretary's 
Memorandum 1512-1 and Executive 
Order 12291 and has been designated a 
“nonmajor” rule. William T. Manley, 
Deputy Administrator, Agricultural 
Maketing Service, has certified that 
these actions will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities because they 
would not measurably affect costs for 
the directly regulated handlers. 
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These marketing orders are effective 
under the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended (7 
U.S.C. 601-674). These actions are based 
upon the recommendations and 
information submitted by each 
committee, established under the 
respective marketing orders, and upon 
other information. It is found that the 
expenses and rates of assessment, as 
hereinafter provided, will tend to 
effectuate the declared policy of the Act. 

It is further found that it is 
impracticable and contrary to the public 
interest to give preliminary notice and 
engage in public rulemaking, and good 
cause exists for not postponing the 
effective dates until 30 days after 
publication in the Federal Register (5 
U.S.C. 553). Each order requires that the 
rate of assessment for a particular fiscal 
period shall apply to all assessable 
commodities handled from the beginning 
of such period. To enable the 
committees to meet current fiscal 
obligations, approval of the expenses is 
necessary without delay. It is necessary 
to effectuate the declared policy of the 
Act to make these provisions effective 
as specified, and handlers have been 
apprised of such provisions and the 
effective time. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Parts 911, 918, 
923, 925 and 930 


Marketing agreements and orders, 
Florida, Limes, Peaches, Georgia, 
Cherries, Washington, Grapes, 
California. 

Therefore, new §§ 911.222, 918.220, 
923.223 and 925.202 are added and 
§ 930.212 (47 FR 34351) is revised to read 
as follows (the following sections 
prescribe the annual expenses and 
assessment rates and will not be 
published in the Code of Federal 
Regulations): 


PART 911—LIMES GROWN IN 
FLORIDA 


§911.222 Expenses and assessment rate. 

Expenses of $383,000 by the Florida 
Lime Administrative Committee are 
authorized and an assessment rate of 
$0.30 per bushel of limes is established 
for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1984. 
Unexpended funds may be carried over 
as a reserve. 


PART 918—FRESH PEACHES GROWN 
IN GEORGIA 


§918.220 Expenses and assessment rate. 


Expenses of $19,983 by the Industry 
Committee are authorized and an 
assessment rate of $0.01 per bushel of 
peaches is established for the fiscal year 


ending February 29, 1984. Unexpended 
funds may be carried over as a reserve. 


PART 923—SWEET CHERRIES 
GROWN IN DESIGNATED COUNTIES 
IN WASHINGTON 


§ 923.223 Expenses and assessment rate. 
Expenses of $54,982.75 by the 
Washington Cherry Marketing 
Committee are authorized and an 
assessment rate of $1.00 per ton of 
cherries is established for the fiscal year 
ending March 31, 1984. Unexpended 
funds may be carried over as a reserve. 


PART 925—GRAPES GROWN IN A 
DESIGNATED AREA OF SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA 


§ 925.202 Expenses and assessment rate. 
Expenses of $38,000 by the California 
Desert Grape Administrative Committee 
are authorized and an assessment rate 
of $0.004 per 22-pound container of 
grapes is established for the fiscal year 
ending November 30, 1983. Unexpended 
funds may be carried over as a reserve. 


PART 930—CHERRIES GROWN IN 
MICHIGAN, NEW YORK, WISCONSIN, 
PENNSYLVANIA, OHIO, VIRGINIA, 
WEST VIRGINIA, AND MARY!_AND 


§ 930.212 Expenses and assessment rate. 
Expenses of $139,317.64 by the Cherry 
Administrative Board are authorized 
and an assessment rate of $1.05 per ton 
of cherries delivered for processing is 
established for the fiscal year ending 
April 30, 1983. 
(Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as amended; 7 U.S.C. 
601-674) 
Dated: June 21, 1983. 
D. S. Kuryloski, 
Deputy Director, Fruit and Vegetable 
Division, Agricultural Marketing Service. 
[FR Doc. 83-17138 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M 





DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Comptroller of the Currency 


12 CFR Part 29 
[Docket No. 83-26) 


Adjustable-Rate Mortgages 


AGENCY: Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency, Treasury. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This document makes 
technical changes in the wording of the 
Adjustable-Rate Mortgage (“ARM”) 
regulation adopted by the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency (“Office”) 
and extends the period of time for banks 
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with nonconforming programs to comply 
with the regulation. These actions are 
necessary to clarify the meaning of 
certain provisions and to assure that the 
intent of the Office is accurately 
reflected in the regulation. The intended 
effect of this amendment is to avoid 
ambiguity and confusion in interpreting 
and administering ARM programs under 
the regulation. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective June 244 983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
David Nebhut, Financial Economist, 
Economic and Policy Analysis Division, 
(202) 447-1924, Francis S. Rath, 
Attorney, or Jerome Edelstein, Attorney, 
Legal Advisory Services Division, (202) 
447-1880, Office of the Comptroller of 
the Currency, Washington, D.C. 20219. 


SUPPLEMENTARY ANALYSIS: On March 7, 
1983, the Office published in the Federal 
Register (48 FR 9506), a revised ARM 
regulation. Since enactment, the Office 
has become aware that certain 
provisions contain ambiguous wording. 
The Office is thus making the following 
wording changes to remove any 
ambiguity and assure that the provisions 
are interpreted in a manner which 
satisfies the intent of the Office. 


1. Prepayment Fees. As stated in the 
preamble to the regulation, the Office 
intended to prohibit prepayment fees 
when a borrower makes a greater than 
required payment to avoid negative 
amortization. As adopted, 12 CFR 29.6 
can be read to prohibit prepayment fees 
in loans which provide for periods of 
interest-only payments, but do not 
involve negative amortization. 

The Office did not intend for § 29.6(a) 
to apply to loans with a period of 
interest-only payments that precede a 
period of scheduled amortization. The 
language of the regulation is being 
clarified accordingly. 

2. Disclosure of Index. The ARM 
regulation provides that the index used 
to determine interest rate variations 
must be “readily available to and 
verifiable by the borrower * * *.” 12 
CFR 29.3. Further the borrower must be 
informed of the index and “at least one 
readily available source in which it is 
published.” 12 CFR 29.7(a)(2). The 
Office, in enacting the regulation did not 
intend to limit such sources to printed 
sources. Under some circumstances, a 
telephone call may also satisfy the 
disclosure requirement. Consequently, 
the language of 12 CFR 29.7(a)(2) is 
being revised to reflect this. 

3. Transition Period. The Office 
provided that banks with ARM 
programs permissible under the previous 
regulations, but impermissible under the 
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March 7, 1983 regulation would have 120 
days to bring these programs into 
compliance. 12 CFR 29,8. The transition 
period was primarily designed so that 
banks with such programs would not 
have to change the programs until 
revisions to the Office's real estate 
lending regulations, which also govern 
these programs, were adopted. A notice 
of proposed rulemaking concerning the 
real estate lending regulations was 
published in the Federal Register.on 
March 10, 1983 (48 FR 10068). However, 
a final regulation may not be adopted by 
the end of the 120-day transition period. 
Consequently, to avoid the possibility 
that banks may have to revise their 
ARM programs at the end of the 120-day 
period, only to change them again under 
the amended real estate lending 
regulations, the Office is extending the 
transition period until October 6, 1983. 


Special Analyses 


A regulatory flexibility analysis has 
not been prepared for this regulation 
because a notice of proposed 
rulemaking is not required by the 
Administrative Procedure Act. 

The Office has determined that the 
regulation does not constitute a major 
rule within the meaning of Executive 
Order 12291. Accordingly, a regulatory 
impact analysis will not be prepared on 
the grounds that the revision (1) will not 
have an annual effect on the economy of 
$100 million or more, (2) will not result 
in a major increase in the cost of bank 
operations or government supervision, 
nor is it likely to generate substantially 
higher payments for borrowers, and (3) 
will not have a significant adverse effect 
on competition, employment, 
investment, productivity, innovation, or 
competition with foreign-based entities. 

The rule has not been published for 
notice and comment and a thirty-day 
delayed effective date has not been 
established because such actions are 
impracticable, unnecessary, and 
contrary to the public interest. For the 
most part, the revisions alter the 
wording of the regulation to eliminate 
ambiguity about the meaning of certain 
provisions and the intent of the Office. 
Consequently notice and comment and 
delayed effectiveness are unnecessary. 
To the extent that the revisions extend 
the transition period under the ARM 
regulation, notice and comment and 
delayed effectiveness are impracticable 
and contrary to the public interest. 
Periods of notice and comment and 
delayed effectiveness would require that 
the 120-day transition period elapse 
before it could be extended. The result 
of this would be that national banks 
would have to terminate previously 


authorized mortgage programs, only to 
resume or revise them a short time later. 
It is this result that enactment of the 
revision is attempting to prevent. 


Lists of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 29 


National banks, Adjustable-rate 
mortgages. 


PART 19—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, for the reasons set forth 
above, Part 29 is amended by revising 
§ 29.6, 29.7(a)(2) and 29.8 as follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 29 
reads as follows: 


Authority: 12 U.S.C. 1 et seg.; 12 U.S.C. 93a; 
and 12 U.S.C. 371. 


2. By revising 12 CFR 29.6 as follows: 


§ 29.6 Prepayment Fees. 


Banks offering or purchasing 
adjustable-rate mortgage loans may 
impose fees for prepayments regardless 
of any state-law prohibitions of, or 
limitations on, such fees, which 
prohibitions or limitations are expressly 
preempted. For the purpose of this Part, 
prepayments shall not include: (a) 
Payments that exceed the required 
payment amount to avoid or reduce 
negative amortization; or (b) principal 
payments in excess of those necessary 
to retire the outstanding debt over the 
remaining loan term at the then current 
interest rate that are made in 
accordance with rules governing the 
determination of monthly payments 
contained in the loan documents. 

3. By revising 12 CFR 29.7(a)(2) as 
follows: 


§ 29.7 Disclosure. 

(a)* ** 

(2) The index used and the name of at 
least one readily available source from 
which the index may be obtained and 
verified. 


* * * + * 


4. By revising 12 CFR 29.8 as follows: 


§ 29.8 Transition rule. 


If on the effective date of this rule a 
national bank has already made a loan 
or a binding commitment to lend under 
an adjustable-rate mortgage loan 
program which would violate any of the 
provisions of this Part, the national bank 
may continue until October 6, 1983, to 
make loans or binding commitments to 
lend under the program before the 
program must be brought into 
conformity with all of the provisions of 
this Part. 


Dated: June 20, 1983. 
C. T. Conover, 
Comptroller of the Currency. 
[FR Doc. 83-17125 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4810-33-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 
12 CFR Part 204 


[Docket No. R-0451] 


Reserve Requirements of Depository 
institutions; Ineligible Bankers’ 
Acceptances 


AGENCY: Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Board has amended 
Regulation D—Reserve Requirements of 
Depository Institutions (12 CFR Part 
204)—to apply reserve requirements to 
bankers, acceptances (“BAs”) that do 
not meet the criteria of section 13 of the 
Federal Reserve Act (“ineligible BAs”) 
regardless of whether the instrument is 
discounted and resold by the depository 
institution that created it. Previously, an 
ineligible acceptance was regarded as 
reservable only if the institution that 
created it also discounted and resold it. 
The purpose of this amendment is to 
prevent the avoidance of reserve 
requirements through the use of third 
parties that would discount and resell 
an ineligible acceptance created by a 
depository institution. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 20, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gilbert T. Schwartz, Associate General 
Counsel (202/452-3625); or Robert G. 
Ballen, Attorney (202/452-3265), Legal 
Division, Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, Washington, 
D.C. 20551. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
19(a) of the Federal Reserve Act 
authorizes the Board to determine what 
types of obligations are reservable 
deposits (12 U.S.C. 461(a)). In addition, 
section 19(a) grants the Board authority 
to prescribe regulations necessary to 
prevent evasions of reserve 
requirements. 

Agented ineligible BAs. Regulation D 
previously regarded an ineligible BA as 
a reservable liability only if it was 
created, discounted, and sold by the 
same depository institution. Some banks 
have recently entered into arrangements 
with brokers and other third parties that 
provide for the creation of an ineligible 
BA by the bank and the subsequent 
discount and resale by the third party. 
Since the bank creating the BA did not 





discount and resell the acceptance, it 
previously was not required to maintain 
reserves against the BA. Similarly, if the 
third party that discounted and resold 
the BA pursuant to such an arrangement 
was a depository institution, it Would 
not be subject to reserve requirements 
on the transaction since it did not create 
the BA. 

The Board's proposal. The Board 
believed these arrangements serve only 
as a device to avoid reserve 
requirements under Regulation D. 
Accordingly, the Board proposed to 
amend Regulation D such that the 
creation of an ineligible BA that is 
outstanding results in a reservable 
deposit regardless of whether the 
depository institution that creates the 
BA subsequently discounts and sells it. 
48 FR 5750 (Feb. 8, 1983). The Board 
specifically requested comment on 
whether reserve requirements should be 
applied only to agented BA transactions 
and how such agented arrangements 
could be identified. The Board also 
proposed that the amendment apply to 
outstanding ineligible BAs that were 
created after the announcement of the 
proposed amendment. 

Discussion of comments. The Board 
received a total of 24 comments. 
Thirteen of the commenters favored the 
Board's proposal, ten commenters 
opposed the proposal, and one 
commenter expressed no opinion. The 
principal reason these commenters cited 
for supporting the proposal was the 
need to eliminate a “loophole” through 
which reserve requirements could be 
avoided. 

Commenters opposed to the proposal 
gave the following reasons for their 
opposition: agented ineligible BAs offer 
a flexible and cost effective means by 
which depository institutions can 
respond to the short term credit needs of 
their customers (such as small 
businesses) and compete with the 
commercial paper market and with 
foreign banks in the international 
market; ineligible agented BAs do not 
threaten the safety and soundness of 
depository institutions because of the 
applicability of lending limits; the 
proposal will not enhance monetary 
policy objectives; and agented ineligible 
BAs afford the depository institution 
creating the BA an opportunity for fee 
income with no funding risk to the 
institution. 

Four of the commenters suggested that 
if the proposal is adopted, it should not 
apply to all ineligible BAs, but only to 
certain agented ineligible BAs. 
However, none of the commenters 
indicated how an ineligible BA 
transaction subject to the proposal could 
be identified from an ineligible BA 


transaction not subject to the proposal. 
Indeed, two commenters in favor of the 
proposal specifically recognized that 
where the discounter or seller of a BA. 
was different from the depository 
institution that created the BA, the 
Board would be unable to determine 
whether the discounting and sale 
occurred pursuant to a prearranged 
agented BA transaction. 

Finally, five commenters stated that 
applying a final rule to outstanding 
ineligible BAs created after the 
announcement of the Board's proposal 
was inequitable because depository 
institutions could not discontinue the 
practice of agented ineligible BAs on 
such short notice and imposing reserve 
requirements on such agented ineligible 
BAs would have a ripple effect on the 
depository institution’s business beyond 
the agented ineligible BAs it had 
outstanding. 

After consideration of the issues 
raised by the commenters, the Board has 
determined to amend Regulation D such 
that an outstanding ineligible BA would 
be treated as a reservable liability 
regardless of whether the depository 
institution that created the ineligible BA 
subsequently discounts and sells it. 
Reserve requirements would not apply 
to an ineligible BA that the creating 
institution itself discounts and holds 
since, under current practices, such 
acceptances are not regarded as 
acceptances outstanding. 

Application of reserve requirements to 
ineligible BAs that the creating bank 
does not also discount and sell will, as 
the commenters assert, raise the cost of 
this type of financing. However, since 
agented BAs are essentially identical to 
other ineligible BA transactions that are 
subject to reserve requirements, the 
Board has determined that agented 
ineligible BAs should also be subject to 
reserve requirements. In both 
transactions, the creating bank has the 
same obligation to pay the holder the 
face amount of the instrument at 
maturity. The account party (borrower) 
has the same obligation to pay the 
creating bank at maturity, and the 
beneficiary of the draft has received 
funds as soon as the BA is discounted 
(by the creating bank in the nonagented 
case and by the third party in the 
agented case). The third party, not a 
participant in the nonagented 
transaction, generally has exchanged 
assets (cash for the BA) by reselling the 
BA in the secondary market and has 
merely accommodated the creating bank 
(most likely for a fee) in providing 
proceeds from the sale of the BA to the 
beneficiary of the draft. Accordingly, the 
only purpose of structuring the 
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transaction as an agented BA appears to 
be to avoid-reserve requirements. 

Since ineligible acceptances are 
regarded as close substitutes to bank 
CDs by investors and since the 
commercial activities that can be 
financed by ineligible acceptances are 
virtually indistinguishable from those 
financed by bank CDs, if agented 
ineligible acceptances were not 
reservable, control over bank managed 
liabilities and credit may well be 
loosened. 

Agented ineligible BAs are not a 
riskless source of fee income for the 
depository institution creating the BA as 
suggested by some of the commenters. 
By creating a BA, the creating bank 
incurs an obligation to pay the holder 
the amount of the BA at maturity and 
acquires a corresponding claim against 
the account party. Thus, the creating 
bank assumes the risk of default of the 
account party. Further, there is no 
Federal limitation on the aggregate 
amount of agented ineligible BAs a 
depository institution may create. 

The amendment makes reservable all 
ineligible BAs outstanding (that are not 
held in portfolio by the creating bank), 
regardless of whether the third party 
discount and sale occurred pursuant to a 
prearranged agented BA transaction. No 
commenter indicated how agented 
arrangements could be identified. The 
Board believes that where the 
discounter or sellers of a BA is different 
from the depository institution that 
created the BA, it will in many cases be 
difficult, if not impossible, to determine 
whether the discounting and sale of the 
BA has occurred pursuant to a 
prearranged agented BA transaction. 
Indeed, it is unlikely that a bank would 
create a BA and not be indirectly or 
directly involved in some way with its 
subsequent discount or resale. 

The Board believes that good cause 
exists to make this amendment effective 
immediately. Such an action will 
minimize any market distortions that 
would likely result if the amendment did 
not apply to ineligible BAs issued for a 
period of time after adoption of the final 
rule. In addition, the Board's prior 
February announcement proposing the 
amendment put depository institutions 
on notice that the amendment would 
apply to outstanding ineligible BAs 
created after adoption of the final rule. 
However, in view of the concerns raised 
by the commenters regarding applying 
this amendment to outstanding ineligible 
BAs created after the announcement of 
the Board's proposal on February 1, 
1983, but before final adoption of the 
Tule, the Board has determined not to 


‘apply this amendment retroactively. 
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The impact of this proposal on small 
entities has been considered in 
accordance with section 604 of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96- 
354; 5 U.S.C. 604). Section 411 of the 
Garn-St Germain Depository Institutions 
Act of 1982 (Pub. L. 97-320; 96 Stat. 1520) 
provides for an exemption from reserve 
requirements for the first $2.1 million in 
reservable liabilities at all depository 
institutions. The Board believes that its 
action would not add any reserve 
requirement burden to small depository 
institutions that have zero reserve 
requirements as a result of section 411 of 
the Garn-St Germain Act. In addition, 
small entities typically do not issue 
ineligible BAs. No new recordkeeping or 
reporting requirements will be imposed 
as a result of this action. 


List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 204 . 


Banks, Banking, Currency, Penalties, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 


PART 204—[ AMENDED] 


Pursuant to its authority under section 
19(a) of the Federal Reserve Act (12 
U.S.C. 461(a)), the Board amends § 204.2 
of Regulation D (12 CFR Part 204), 
effective June 20, 1983, by adding a new 
paragraph (a)(1) (viii) and by revising 
(c)(1)(ii) and (f)(1)(v) as follows: 


§ 204.2 Definitions. 

(a) * * * 

(1) ** & 

(viii) Any liability of a depository 
institution that arises from the creation 
after June 20, 1983, of a bankers’ 
acceptance that is not of the type 
described in paragraph 7 of section 13 of 
the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 372) 
except any such liability held for the 
account of an entity specified in 
§ 204.2(a)(1)(vii)(A); or 

(c) ** * 

(1) se & 3 

(ii) Borrowings, regardless of maturity, 
represented by a promissory note, an 
acknowledgement of advance, or similar 
obligation described in § 204.2(a)(1)(vii) 
that is issued to, or any bankers’ 
acceptance of the depository institution 
held by, any office located outside the 
United States of another depository 
institution or Edge or agreement 
corporation organized under the laws of 
the United States, to any office located 
outside the United States of a foreign 
bank, or to institutions whose time 
deposits are exempt from interest rate 
limitations under § 217.3(g) of 
Regulation Q (12 CFR 217.3(g)); and 


* * * 


(f) * «££ 

(1) * *« & 

(v) A time deposit represented by a 
promissory note, an acknowledgement 
of advance, or a similar obligation 
described in § 204.2(a)(1)(vii) that is 
issued to, or any bankers’ acceptance of 
the depository institution held by, any 
office located outside the United States 
of another depository institution or Edge 
or agreement corporation organized 
under the laws of the United States, to 
any office located outside the United 
States of a foreign bank, or to 
institutions whose time deposits are 
exempt from interest rate limitations 
under § 217.3(g) of Regulation Q (12 CFR 
217.3(g)): 


+ * * * * 


By order of the Board of Governors, June 
20, 1983. 
William W. Wiles, 
Secretary of the Board. 
(FR Doc. 83-17068 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


12 CFR Part 250 
[Docket No. R-0453] 


Miscelianeous Interpretations 


AGENCY: Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Board has clarified the 
meaning of the seventh paragraph of 
section 13 of the Federal Reserve Act as 
amended by the Bank Export Services 
Act (Title II of Pub. L. 97-290) (“BESA”). 
This clarification covers the treatment of 
(1) participations in BAs that are created 
by institutions subject to such 
limitations of the BESA and sold to 
institutions not subject to such 
limitations, (2) participations in BAs that 
are created by institutions not subject to 
the limitations of the BESA and sold to 
institutions subject to such limitations, 
(3) the limitation on BAs growing out of 
domestic transactions, and (4) the dollar 
equivalent of the paid up capital and 
surplus of the foreign bank parent of 
U.S. branches and agencies subject to 
the limitations of the BESA. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: July 20, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: - 
Gilbert T. Schwartz, Associate General 
Counsel (202/452~3625), or Robert G. 
Ballen, Attorney (202/452-3265), Legal 
Division, Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, Washington, 
D.C. 20551. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
The BESA 


Section 207 of the BESA provides that 
a fhember bank or a Federal or State 
branch or agency in the United States 
whose parent foreign bank has, or is 
controlled by a foreign company or 
companies that have, more than $1 
billion in total worldwide consolidated 
bank assets, may create eligible 
bankers’ acceptances (“‘BAs”)? in the 
aggregate up to 150 per cent of its paid 
up and unimpaired capital stock and 
surplus (“capital”) and, with the 
permission of the Board, up to 200 per 
cent of its capital (12 U.S.C. 372). Section 
207 also prohibits these institutions 
(“covered banks”) from creating eligible 
BAs for any one person in the aggregate 
in excess of 10 per cent of the 
institution’s capital. Eligible BAs 
growing out of domestic transactions 
may not exceed 50 per cent of the 
aggregate of all acceptances authorized 
for a covered bank. 

Section 207 of the BESA also provides 
that any portion of an eligible BA 
created by a covered bank that is 
conveyed through a participation to 
another covered bank shall not be 
included in the calculation of the 
individual creating bank's BA limits. 
However, the amount of the 
participation is to be applied to the BA 
limits applicable to the covered bank 
receiving the participation. 

For purposes of determining the BA 
limits applicable to U.S. branches and 
agencies of foreign banks, the statute 
provides that a branch’s or agency’s 
capital is to be calculated as the dollar 
equivalent of the capital of the parent 
foreign bank as determined by the 
Federal Reserve. 

The Board’s proposed interpretation. 

The Board proposed for public 
comment in February a clarification of 
the meaning of the seventh paragraph of 
section 13 of the Federal Reserve Act, as 
amended by section 207 of the BESA. 48 
FR 5570 (Feb. 7, 1983). Under the 
proposal, an eligible BA created by a 
covered bank that is conveyed through a 
participation to an institution that is not 
subject to the limitations of BESA would 
continue to be included in the 
limitations applicable to the creating 
covered bank. The Board proposed that 
since Edge Corporations, liked covered 
banks, are subject to separate per 
customer and aggregate BA limits, an 
eligible BA created by a covered bank 
that is conveyed through a participation 
to an Edge Corporation would be 


’ An eligible BA is a BA that meets the criteria of 
the seventh paragraph of section 13 of the Federal 
Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 372). 
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included in the calculation of the limits 
applicable to the Edge Corporation and 
not in the calculation of the limits 
applicable to the creating covered bank. 
In addition, under the proposal, a 
participation conveyed to a covered 
bank from en institution not covered by 
the limitations of the BESA would be 
included in the calculation of the limits 
applicable to the receiving covered 
bank. 

As to the application of the BESA 
limitations to U.S. branches and 
agencies of foreign banks, the Board 
proposed that the parent of a U.S. 
branch or agency of a foreign bank be 
the same as for reserve requirement 
purposes; that is the bank entity that 
owns the branch or agency most 
directly. The procedures currently used 
for purposes of reporting to the Board on 
the Annual Report of Foreign Banking 
Organizations, Form F.R. Y-7, were 
proposed to be used in the calculation of 
the BA limits applicable to U.S. 
branches and agencies of foreign banks. 
(The F.R. Y-7 generally requires 
financial statements prepared in 
accordance with local accounting 
practices and an explanation of the 
accounting terminology and the major 
features of the accounting standards.) 
Conversions to the dollar equivalent of 
the worldwide capital of the foreign 
bank would be made periodically. 

Finally, the Board proposed that the 
50 per cent limitation on eligible BAs 
that grow out of domestic transactions 
apply to the maximum permissible 
amount of eligible BAs (150 to 200 per 
cent of capital) that a covered bank 
could issue, regardless of the bank’s 
amount of eligible BAs outstanding. 


Discussion of Comments 


The Board received a total of 29 
comments. Comments were received 
from 14 depository institutions, 11 
Reserve Banks, the Institute of Foreign 
Bankers, the American Bankers 
Association, the California Bankers 
Association, and the Bankers’ 
Association for Foreign Trade. The 
commenters generally supported the 
Board’s proposals. 

Ten commenters suggested that an 
eligible BA created by a covered bank 
that is conveyed through a participation 
to an institution not subject to the 
limitations of the BESA should not be 
included in the calculation of the limits 
of the creating covered bank. These 
commenters argued that the Board’s 
proposal to include such BAs in the 
creating covered bank's BA limits was 
not in accord with the purpose of the 
BESA to provide smaller banks with 
more flexibility in providing acceptance 
financing and restricted otherwise 


desirable efforts of covered banks to use 
participations in BAs to diversify risk. 
After consideration of the comments, 
the Board continues to believe that the 
BESA permits a covered bank to 
exclude an eligible BA it has created 
from its BA limits if the BA is conveyed 
through a participation only to another 
covered bank.’ This ensures that the 
total amount of eligible BAs that may be 
created by a// covered banks does not 
exceed the limits established by 
Congress—150 or 200 per cent of the 
capital of all covered banks.* To 
conclude otherwise would permit 
covered banks to create eligible BAs 
without limit by selling participations to 
institutions not covered by the Act. In 
addition, this promotes the 
Congressional intent, at least with 
respect to covered banks, to “place all 
banks, foreign and domestic, on an 
equal footing and under the same legal 
requirements.” * To conclude otherwise 
would provide an advantage to foreign 
banks by permitting covered banks to 
convey participations to foreign banks 
without limit while conveyance of 
participations to domestic covered 
banks would be limited to 150 or 200 per 
cent of the capital of the recipient 
domestic bank. Finally, this provision 
ensures that participations in eligible 
acceptances are not used as a device for 
avoidance of reserve requirements. To 
conclude otherwise would permit 
covered banks to avoid reserve 
requirements by creating an unlimited 
amount of reserve-free obligations by 
conveying participations in eligible BAs 
to institutions not covered by the Act. 
In this regard, the Board also has 
determined that an eligible BA created 
by a covered bank that is conveyed 
through a participation to an Edge or 
Agreement Corporation should continue 
to be included in the calculation of the 
creating covered bank’s BA limits, even 
though Edge and Agreement 
Corporations are subject to separate 
aggregate and per customer BA limits. 
First, Edge and Agreement Corporations 
are not specifically included within the 
BESA definition of a covered bank. 


* Specifically, section 207 of the BESA states that, 
“with respect to an-institution which issues an 
acceptance, the limitations contained in this 
paragraph shall not apply to that portion of an 
acceptance which is issued by such institution and 
which is covered by a participation agreement sold 
to another institution” (emphasis added). The term 
“institution” is defined in the section as [ajny 
member bank and any Federal or State branch or 
agency of a foreign bank subject to reserve 
requirements under section 7 of the International 
Banking Act of 1976.” 

* 12 U.S.C. 372(7) (A), (B), (C), and (F). 

*128 Cong. Rec. H4647 (daily ed. July 27, 1982) 
(remarks of Rep. Barnard); 128 Cong. Rec. H6461 
(daily ed. October 1, 1982) (remarks of Rep. 
Barnard). 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


Second, if an eligible BA created by a 
covered bank that is conveyed through a 
participation to an Edge or Agreement 
Corporation is excluded from the 
calculation of the creating covered 
bank’s BA limits, it would seem to 
follow, as suggested by several of the 
commenters, that an eligible BA created 
by a covered bank that is conveyed 
through a participation to other 
institutions that are not covered banks 
under BESA but are otherwise subject to 
other BA limits should also be excluded 
from the calculation of the creating 
covered bank’s BA limits. This would 
expand the exception to state 
nonmember depository institutions 
subject to BA limits pursuant to state 
law, certain U.S. branches and agencies 
of foreign banks whose foreign bank 
parent has less than $1 billion in total 
worldwide consolidated bank assets, ° 
and perhaps other institutions such as 
foreign banks or domestic nonmember 
banks that voluntarily adopt appropriate 
BA limits. Such a result could undermine 
the BA limitations established by 
Congress and provide a device for 
avoidance of reserve requirements as 
discussed above. Finally, there is no 
evidence to suggest that Edge or 
Agreement Corporations are having 
difficulty creating their own BAs. * The 
BAs of these institutions generally are 
marketable on the strength of the name 
of their bank parent. Thus, special 
treatment of Edge or Agreement 
Corporations in this regard would not 
appear to further significantly the access 
of these institutions to acceptance 
financing, which was a primary purpose 
of BESA. 


Eight of the twelve commenters that 
specifically commented upon the 
Board's proposal regarding the 
application of the BESA limits to U.S. 
branches and agencies supported the 


* Federal branches and agencies of foreign banks 
whose parent has less than $1 billion in total 
worldwide consolidated bank assets are subject to 
the BA limitations of BESA pursuant to an 
interpretation of the Comptroller of the Currency (12 
CFR 28.101(5)). State branches and agencies of 
foreign banks whose parent has less than $1 billion 
in total worldwide consolidated bank assets may be 
subject to comparable limits under state law. 

*In this regard, an eligible BA that is created by 
an Edge or Agreement Corporation is not included 
in the BA limitations applicable to the Edge or 
Agreement Corporation if (1) the BA represents the 
international shipment of goods, and (2) the Edge or 
Agreement Corporation is fully covered by primary 
obligations to reimburse it that are also guaranteed 
by another bank or the Edge or Agreement 
Corporation has sold a participation to another 
bank. (12 CFR 211.6(a)). Under the Board's proposal, 
such a participation received by a covered bank 
would be included in the calculation of the covered 
bank's BA limits. A guarantee issued by a covered 
bank also would be included in the calculation of 
the BA limits of the covered bank. 
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Board's proposal in its entirety. 
However, two commenters suggested 
alternatives to the Board's proposed_~_- 
approach of calculating the foreign bank 
capital by using the same procedures as 
are currently used for purposes of 
reporting to the Board on the Annual 
Report of Foreign Banking 
Organizations, Form F.R. Y-7, (The F.R. 
Y-7 generally requires financial 
statements prepared in accordance with 
local accounting practices and an 
explanation of the accounting 
terminology and the major features of 
the accounting standards used in the 
preparation of the financial statements). 
One commenter suggested that the 
Board reference its determinations as to 
what constitutes member bank capital 
and specifically advise foreign banks as 
to which accounts may be used for 
purposes of the capital calculation. 
Another commenter suggested that the 
Board’s capital computation include all 
those items of capital and surplus that 
any foreign bank would be permitted to 
include for purposes of lending limit 
computations in its home country. 

After consideration of the comments, 
the Board has determined to adopt its 
proposed approach of calculating 
foreign bank capital using the same 
procedures as are currently used for 
purposes of reporting to the Board on 
the F.R. Y-7. The Board believes the first 
alternative of specifying the accounts to 
be included is too inflexible and 
complicated in view of the differences in 
the treatment of capital among 
countries. The second alternative of 
using the same definition that applies to 
the determination of local lending limits 
is similar to the approach proposed by 
the Board in that they both recognize the 
variations in the treatment of capital 
among countries. In view of the 
experience the Board has had in 
determining the capital of foreign parent 
banks based upon the F.R. Y-7 
approach, the Board <iciermined to 
adopt the proposed approach. 

Three commenters disagreed with the 
proposed manner in which the effect of 
foreign exchange rate fluctuations 
would be taken into account in the 
calculation of the worldwide capital of 
the parent foreign bank. While these 
commenters indicated that they 
appreciated the Board’s concern with 
the problem of foreign exchange 
fluctuations, these commenters 
preferred a rule (such as quarterly 
conversion to dollars) rather than the 
flexible case-by-case approach 
proposed by the Board. To 
accommodate the concerns of these 
commenters, the Board-has determined 
that such conversions to the dollar 


equivalent of the worldwide capital of 
the foreign bank be made periodically, 
but in no event less frequently than 
quarterly. 

Two commenters indicated that it 
may be difficult to determine the 
compliance of U.S. branches and 
agencies of the same foreign bank where 
the branches and agencies are located in 
more than one state. (The BESA requires 
that the BA activity of all branches and 
agencies of the same foreign bank be 
aggregated.) Accordingly, the Board has 
determined that each foreign bank is to 
be responsible for coordinating the BA 
activity of its U.S. branches and 
agencies (including the aggregation of 
such activity) and establish procedures 
that ensure that examiners will be able 
to determine compliance with the BESA 
limits. 

With respect to the limitation on 
eligible BAs growing out of domestic 
transactions, all eight commenters that 
commented specifically on this aspect of 
the proposal supported the Board's 
proposal that this 50 per cent limitation 
apply to the maximum permissible 
amount of eligible BAs (150 or 200 per 
cent of capital), regardless of the bank's 
amount of eligible acceptances 
outstanding. Accordingly, the Board has 
adopted its proposal with regard to the 
BESA limitation on eligible BAs growing 
out of domestic transactions. 

The impact of this proposal on small 
entities has been considered in 
accordance with section 604 of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96- 
354; 5 U.S.C. 604). The Board’s 
clarification will provide small member 
banks that are covered by the BESA 
limitations with increased flexibility 
with regard to the usage of eligible BAs. 
No new recordkeeping or reporting 
requirements will be imposed as a result 
of this action. 


List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 250 


Federal Reserve System. 

Pursuant to its authority under the 
seventh paragraph of section 13 of the 
Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 372), the 
Board of Governors amends 12 CFR Part 
250—Miscellaneous Interpretations, 
effective July 20, 1983, by adding a new ~ 
section 250.164 to read as follows: 


§250.164 Bankers’ acceptances. 

(a) Section 207 of the Bank Export 
Services Act (Title II of Pub. L. 97-290) 
(“BESA”) raised the limits on the. _ 
aggregate amount of eligible bankers’ 
acceptances [“BAs”) that may be 
created by an individual member bank 
from 50 per cent (or 100 per cent with 
the permission of the Board) of its paid 
up and unimpaired capital stock and 
surplus (“capital”) to 150 per cent (or 200 
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per cent with the permission of the 
Board} of its capital. Section 207 also 
prohibits a member bank from creating 
eligible BAs for any one person in the 
aggregate in excess of 10 per cent of the 
institution’s capital. This section of the 
BESA applies the same limits applicable 
to member banks to U.S. branches and 
agencies of foreign banks that are 
subject to reserve requirements under 
section 7 of the International Banking 
Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3105). The Board 
is clarifying the proper meaning of the 
seventh paragraph of section 13 of the 
Federal Reserve Act, as amended by the 
BESA. 

(b)(1} This section of the BESA 
provides that any portion of an eligible 
BA created by an institution subject to 
the BA limitations contained therein 
(“covered bank”) that is conveyed 
through a participation to another 
covered bank shall not be included in 
the calculation ef the creating bank’s BA 
limits. The amount of the participation is 
to be applied to the calculation of the 
BA limits applicable to the covered bank 
receiving the participation. Although a 
covered bank that has reached its 150 or 
200 percent limit can continue to create 
eligible acceptances by conveying 
participations to other covered banks, 
Congress has in effect imposed an 
aggregate limit on the eligible 
acceptances that may be created by a// 
covered banks equal to the sum of 150 or 
200 percent of the capital of all covered 
banks. 

(2) The Board has clarified that under 
the statute an eligible BA created by a 
covered bank that is conveyed through a 
participation to an institution that is not 
subject to the limitations of this section 
of the BESA continues to be included in 
the calculation of the limits applicable 
to the creating covered bank. This will 
ensure that the total amount of eligible 
BAs that may be created by covered 
banks does not exceed the limitations 
established by Congress. In addition, 
this ensures that participations in 
acceptances are not used as a device for 
the avoidance of reserve requirements. 
Finally, this promotes the Congressional 
intent, with respect to covered banks, 
that foreign and domestic banks be on 
an equal footing and under the same 
legal requirements. 

(3) In addition, the amount of a 
participation received by a covered 
bank from an institution not covered by 
the limitations of the Act is to be 
included in the calculation of the limits 
applicable to the covered bank receiving 
the participation. This result is based 
upon the language of the statute which 
includes within a covered bank's limits 
on eligible BAs outstanding the amount 
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of participations received by the 
covered bank. This provision reflects 
Congressional intent that a covered 
bank not be obligated on eligible 
bankers’ acceptances, and 
participations therein, for an amount in 
excess of 150 or 200 percent of the 
institution's capital. 

(c) The statute also provides that 
eligible acceptances growing out of 
domestic transactions are not to exceed 
50 percent of the aggregate of all eligible 
acceptances authorized for covered 
banks. The Board has clarified that this 
50 percent limitation is applicable to the 
maximum permissible amount of eligible 
BAs (150 or 200 percent of capital), 
regardless of the bank’s amount of 
eligible acceptances outstanding. The 
statutory language prior to the BESA 
amendment made clear that covered 
banks could issue eligible acceptances 
growing out of domestic transactions up 
te 50 percent of the amount of the total 
permissible eligible acceptances the 
bank could issue. The legislative history 
of the BESA indicates no intent to 
change this domestic acceptance 
limitation. 

(d) The statute also provides that for 
the purpose of the limitations applicable 
to U.S. branches and agencies of foreign 
banks, a branch’s or agency's capital is 
to be calculated as the dollar equivalent 
of the capital stock and surplus of the 
parent foreign bank as determined by 
the Board. The Board has clarified that 
for purposes of calculating the BA limits 
applicable to U.S. branches and 
agencies of foreign banks, the identity of 
the parent foreign bank is generally the 
same as for reserve requirement 
purposes; that is, the bank entity that 
owns the branch or agency most 
directly. The Board has also clarified 
that the procedures currently used for 
purposes of reporting’to the Board on 
the Annual Report of Foreign Banking 
Organizations, Form FR Y-7, are also to 
be used in the calculation of the 
acceptance limits applicable to U.S. 
branches and agencies of foreign banks. 
(The FR Y-7 generally requires financial 
statements prepared in accordance with 
local accounting practices and an 
explanation of the accounting 
terminology and the major features of 
the accounting standards used in the 
preparation of the financial statements.) 
Conversions to the dollar equivalent of 
the worldwide capital of the foreign 
bank should be made periodically, but 
in no event less frequently than 
quarterly. In this regard, the Board 
recognizes the need to be flexible in 
dealing with the effect of foreign 
exchange rate fluctuations on the 
calculation of the worldwide capital of 


the parent foreign bank. Each foreign 
bank is to be responsible for 
coordinating the BA activity of its U.S. 
branches and agencies (including the 
aggregation of such activity) and 
establishing procedures that ensure that 
examiners will be able readily to 
determine compliance with the BESA 
limits. 

By order of the Board of Governors, June 
20, 1983. 
William W. Wiles, 
Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 83-17067 Filed 6-23-83; 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 
12 CFR Part 601 


Employee Responsibilities and 
Conduct 


AGENCY: Farm Credit Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Farm Credit 
Administration (“FCA”) is publishing a 
final rule which determines that certain 
financial interests of members of the 
Federal Farm Credit Board (“Federal 
Board”) are too remote or too 
inconsequential to affect the integrity of 
the exercise of certain statutory duties 
and responsibilities by Federal Board 
members and that such interests are 
therefore exempt from the conflict of 
interest provisions contained in Title 18, 
United States Code, section 208(a). 
EFFECTIVE DATE: July 24, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Larry H. Bacon, Deputy Governor, Office 
of Administration, Farm Credit 
Administration, 490 L’Enfant Plaza, SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20578 (202) 755-2181. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On April 
1, 1983, the Farm Credit Administration 
(“FCA”) published a proposed 
regulation, 12 CFR 601.190, which 
determines that certain financial 
interests of members of the Federal 
Farm Credit Board (‘Federal Board”) are 
too remote or too inconsequential to 
affect the integrity of the exercise of 
certain statutory duties and 
responsibilities by Federal Board 
members and that such interests are 
therefore exempt from the requirements 
of Title 18, United States Code, section 
208(a). (48 FR 13999). The regulation 
describes the procedure by which 
twelve Federal Board members are 
nominated by System institutions and 
appointed by the President and one is 
designated by the Secretary of 
Agriculture and explains that by reason 
of this procedure, Board members 
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usually have a financial interest in the 
nature of loans, stock ownership, or 
otherwise, in one or more System 
institutions. The regulation states that 
Board members, in the performance of 
their functions, are required to act on 
matters which may have a direct and 
predictable effect on their financial 
interests in System institutions but that, 
pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, 
section 208(b)(2), such interests are 
deemed too remote or inconsequential to 
affect the integrity of the Federal Board 
members service. The regulation 
specifically provides that the exemption 
does not apply to a Federal Board 
member's participation in the’ 
consideration of any action which is 
directed at or specifically applicable to 
any System institution (or institution 
which supervises such institution) in 
which the Federal Board member has a 
financial interest. 

The final regulation incorporates 
certain comments received by the Office 
of Government Ethics (“OGE”). The 
OGE recommended that the subject of a 
waiver should be actions which have a 
“direct and predictable effect” upon a 
Federal Board member’s interest rather 
than actions which have an “indirect 
and remote effect” on such interests. 
The OGE believes this is the appropriate 
terminology to be used in a section 
208(b) waiver. The OGE also made 
certain editorial suggestions which 
would conform the language of the final 
regulation to the recommended 
amendment. All the recommendations of 
the OGE were adopted. There were no 
other comments on the regulation. 


List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 601 
Agriculture, Banks, banking, Conflict 


of interest, Ethics in government. 


PART 601—EMPLOYEE 
RESPONSIBILITIES AND CONDUCT 


For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, Part 601 of Chapter VI, Title 
12 of the Code of Federal Regulations is 
amended as shown. 

1. By adding § 601.190 Federal Farm 
Credit Board-Waiver to the table of 
sections for Part 601. 

2. By adding a new § 601.190 to read 
as follows: 


§ 601.190 Federal Farm Credit Board 
Walver 

Pursuant to Title V of the Act, 12 
U.S.C. 2221 et seg., twelve members of 
the Federal Farm Credit Board (“Federal 
Board”) are appointed by the President 
taking into consideration nominations 
made by the Farm Credit System 
(“System”) institutions and the 
thirteenth member is designated by the 
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Secretary of Agriculture. The individuals 
nominated by System institutions and/ 
or appointed by the President or the 
member designated by the Secretary of 
Agriculture usually have a financial 
interest in the nature of stock 
ownership, loans, or otherwise in one or 
more System institutions. The Federal 
Board's responsibilities inchude such 
matters as establishing the general 
policy for the guidance of the Farm 
Credit Administration, approving 
necessary rules and regulations for the 
implementation of the Act, and 
supervising and directing the 
performance of the powers and duties of 
the Farm Credit Administration and the 
Governor which relate to matters of a 
broad and general supervisory, 
advisory, or policy nature. The Federal 
Board is specifically prohibited under 
the Act from operating in an 
administrative capacity. In the 
performance of the Federal Board's 
statutory functions, Federal Board 
members are required to act on matters 
which may have an effect on their 
financial interests in System institutions. 
For purposes of the Federal Board’s 
consideration of matters of a general or 
policy nature which may have a direct 
and predictable effect upon the financial 
interests in a System institution of (a) a 
Federal Board member, (b) the member’s 
spouse, minor children, partner, or 
organization in which the member is 
serving as an officer, director, trustee, 
partner or employee, or (c) any person 
or organization with whom the member 
is negotiating or has an arrangement 
concerning prospective employment, 
such interests are deemed, pursuant to 
18 U.S.C. 208(b)(2), to be too remote or 
inconsequential to affect the integrity of 
a member's services. Therefore, action 
by a member on such matters will not be 
deemed to violate 18 U.S.C. 208{a). This 
waiver shall not extend to a member's 
participation in the consideration of any 
action by the Farm Credit 
Administration which is directed at or 
specifically applicable to any System 
institution (or institution which 
supervises such institution) in which a 
financial interest is held by a member or 
any other person or organization 
referred to in (b) or (c) of this section. 


(Sec. 5.9, 5.12, 5.18, Pub. L. 92-181, 85 Stat. 
619, 620, 621 (12 U.S.C. 2243, 2246 and 2252)) 


Kenneth J. Auberger, 
Acting Governor. 


{FR Doc. 83~17048 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6705-01-M 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 


16 CFR Part 13 
[Docket No. 9165] 


Stihl, Inc., et al.; Prohibited Trade 
Practices, and Affirmative Corrective 
Actions 


AGENCY: Federal Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Consent order. 


summMaARY: In settlement of alleged 
violations of federal law prohibiting 
unfair acts and practices and unfair 
methods of competition, this consent 
agreement requires a manufacturer and 
seller of power tools and its advertising 
agency, among other things, to cease 
representing that the Stihl 015 AV chain 
saw has been top-rated by a leading 
consumer publication; that power was 
one of the factors considered in the 
rating; and that Stihl chain saws start 
faster and run smoother than other 
chain saws. The order prohibits the 
companies from making false or 
unsubstantiated representations 
concerning the performance or 
durability of any power tool, and 
requires them to possess and rely upon a 
reasonable basis when making such 
claims. Further, the companies are 
barred from misrepresenting the purpose 
or conclusion of any test or evaluation, 
and are required to retain 
documentation for performance-related 
claims-for a period of three years. 
DATES: Complaint issued March 7, 1983. 
Decision and Order issued June 6, 1983." 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
FTC/PA, James Skiles, Washington, D.C. 
20580. (202) 724-1507 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
Monday, March 21, 1983, there was 
published in the Federal Register, 48 FR 
11722, correction, 48 FR 14389 (April 4, 
1983), a proposed consent agreement 
with analysis in the Matter of Stihl, 
Incorporated, a corporation, and Stuart 
Ford, Inc., a. corporation, for the purpose 
of soliciting public comment. Interested 
parties were given sixty (60) days in 
which to submit comments, suggestions 
or objections regarding the proposed 
form of order. 

No comments having been received, 
the Commission has ordered the 
issuance of the complaint in the form 
contemplated by the agreement, made 
its jurisdictional findings and entered its 
order to cease and desist, as set forth in 
the proposed consent agreement, in 
disposition of this proceeding. 

The prohibited trade practices and/or 
corrective actions, as codified under 16 


* Copies of the Complaint and the Decision and 
Order filed with the original documents 
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CFR Part 13, are as follows: Subpart— 
Advertising Falsely or Misleadingly: 

§ 13.10 Advertising falsely or 
misleadingly; § 13.20 Comparative data 
or merits; § 13.170 Qualities or 
properties of product or service; 

§ 13.170-30 Durability or permanence; 

§ 13.175 Quality of product or service; 

§ 13.210 Scientific tests. Subpart— 
Corrective Actions and/or 
Requirements: § 13.533 Corrective 
actions and/or requirements; § 13.533—45 
Maintain records; § 13.533-45(a) 
Advertising substantiation. Subpart— 
Misrepresenting Oneself and Goods— 
Goods: § 13.1575 Comparative data or 
merits; § 13.1710 Qualities or properties; 
§ 13.1715 Quality; § 13.1740 Scientific or 
other relevant facts. Subpart— 
Neglecting, Unfairly or Deceptively, To 
Make Material Disclosure: § 13.1885 
Qualities or properties; § 13.1886 
Quality, grade or type; § 13.1895 
Scientific or other relevant facts. 


List of Subjects in 16 CFR Part 13 


Advertising, Chain saws, Trade 
practices. 
(Sec. 6, 38 Stat. 721; 15 U.S.C. 46. Interprets or 
applies sec: 5, 38 Stat. 719, as amended; 15 
U.S.C. 45) 
Emily H. Rock, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83~117089 Filed 6-23-83; 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6750-01-M 


COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING 
COMMISSION 


17 CFR Part 190 


Bankruptcy Provisions; Miscellaneous 
Amendments 


AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission. 


ACTION: Final rules. 


summary: On March 1, 1983, the Federal 
Register published the Commission's 
new Part 190 which contains rules 
implementing the Bankruptcy Reform 
Act of 1978 insofar as that Act pertains 
to the liquidation of commodity brokers. 
(48 FR 8716-8755). Shortly thereafter, the 
Commission published in the Federal 
Register a second document concerning 
commodity broker bankruptices which 
deferred the effective date until June 30, 
1983 of three of these Part 190 rules 
which imposed certain obligations on 
commodity brokers and contract 
markets. That second release also made 
certain technical changes. (48 FR 15122- 
23 (April 7, 1983)). By this release, the 
Commission is making additional 
technical changes and other 





amendments to a smal] number of the 
Part 190 rules which primarily concern 
contract market responsibilities under 
these rules, the making or taking of 
deliveries in fulfillment of futures 
contracts involving a debtor commodity 
broker, and the disclosure of risk 
requirement. These changes either 
relieve existing obligations or clarify the 
scope of protections under the rules, and 
thus the amendments are being adopted 
as final rules, effective July 31, 1983. 
Because some of the amendments 
involve modifications to Rules 190.05(b) 
and 190.10({c), both of which were 
scheduled to become effective June 30, 
1983, the Commission is also deferring 
the effective date of those rules until 
July 31. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: Amendments and 

§§ 190.05(b) and 190.10{c) effective July 
31, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Suzanne Ryder, Esq., Division of 
Trading and Markets, Commodity 
Futures Trading Commission, 2033 K 
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20581. 
Telephone: (202) 254-8955. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Discussion of Substantive Changes 


Rule 190.05(c) provides a mechnism by 
which certain property which has been 
deposited prior to the entry of an order 
for relief with a debtor commodity 
broker in connection with the delivery 
of a futures contract or the exercise of 
an option contract which cannot be 
settled in cash, can be extracted from 
the estate and returned to the customer. 
Rules 190.01(kk) (3), (4), and (5) delimit 
what kinds of property are entitled to 
this treatment, and the conditions under 
which such property can be returned to 
a customer. In two parallel amendments 
to §§ 190.01(kk) (4) and (5), the 
Commission is expanding the time 
period during which such property 
deposited for delivery of a futures 
contract may be received by the debtor 
and still be eligible for the relief 
provided by Rule 190.05{c). 

Prior to these amendments, such 
property was required to have been 
received by the debtor within a three- 
day period prior to the receipt of a 
notice of delivery. However, the 
Commission understands that, in 
anticipation of the consummation of a 
contract, some contract markets may 
call for the full purchase price to be paid 
for a futures contract that is in a 
delivery position at any time during the 
possible delivery period. The 
amendment adopted by the Commission 
therefore expands the time period during 
which certain cash or property 
deposited prior to bankruptcy and 


received by a debtor may be eligible for 
return to customers so long as the other 
conditions specified in § § 190.01(kk) (4) 
and (5) are satisfied. In addition, the 
Commission has also measured the time 
period in business days to conform to 
other time periods used in the Part 190 
rules. 

The Commission has made 
conforming changes in those same rules 
to the language pertaining to cash or 
property deposited in connection with 
the exercise of an option to retain a 
parallel grammatical structure within 
each rule, but no substantive changes to 
the options provisions similar to that for 
futures is necessary because cash or 
property for the exercise of an option 
contract would only be deposited upon 
notice to exercise, and there are no 
contracts for which the notice period 
exceeds three days before the exercise 
date. 

While broadening the time period in 
Rules 190.01(kk) (4) and (5) during which 
property may be received by the debtor 
for early return to a customer, the 
Commission is also amending the rules 
to make clear that property may be so 
extracted from the debtor's estate only if 
delivery or exercise actually occurs 
thereafter.’ The reason for such a 
restriction is that the provision is 
intended to enable a customer to 
withdraw his property from the debtor's 
estate prior to a general distribution so 
as to effect delivery without having to 
pay twice. Thus, this mechanism permits 
a customer who has deposited cash or 
property with the debtor to effect 
delivery or exercise to extract it from 
the estate promptly so the transaction 
can be consummated outside the estate 
with as little interference with the 
process as possible. The requirement of 
actual delivery or exercise prevents a 
customer from obtaining such property 
in the absence of a general distribution 
only to subsequently default on the 
delivery contract. 

If delivery or exercise does not occur 
although a customer has placed cash or 
property with the debtor for the purpose 
of delivery or exercise, such property 
would remain in the delivery account 
and, pursuant to Rule 190.08(c)(1), would 
be allocated to customers within the 
delivery account class to satisfy their 
claims upon distribution of customer 
property. Although such property would 
be distributed on a pro rata basis among 
claimants of the same class, as a 
practical matter, there would not be 
many other customer claims of the same 
type because of the small number of 
contracts which would be exercised or 


' See 48 FR-8716, 8731 (March 1, 1983). 
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would result in delivery.? To ensure that 
property within a delivery account for 
which no delivery or exercise occurs 
will be allocated as described, the 
Commission has made a technical 
change to Rule 190.05(a)(2) which 
defines “delivery accounts.” 

The second change adopted by the 
Commission qualifies the general 
proscription in Rule 190.04(d)(2) against 
the trustee purchasing or selling new 
commodity contracts by specifically 
permitting the trustee to retender a 
delivery notice received by the debtor or 
trustee which is transferable if such 
retender is permissible under applicable 
contract market rules. This addition 
makes explicit a course of action which 
is implicitly permitted by Rule 190.05(a). 
That rule requires a trustee to “use his 
best efforts” to prevent property which 
is to be delivered, or for which delivery 
is being taken, in fulfillment of a futures 
contract which cannot be settled in cash 
from becoming part of the debtor's 
estate. The Commission believes the 
amendment is desirable to authorize this 
procedure explicitly and to underscore 
its availability to the trustee. 

Pursuant to Rule 190.05(b) and in 
connection with the implementation of 
its regulatory scheme governing 
commodity broker bankruptcies, the 
Commission requires contract markets 
to adopt rules which provide a 
mechanism for effecting deliveries of a 
physical commodity outside the estate 
of a debtor with respect to futures or 
options contracts which are in a 
“delivery position,” but where the cash 
or property required to settle the 
contract has not yet become a part of 
the debtor's estate. By amendment to 
that rule, the Commission is making 
clear that this requirement applies to 
only those futures or options contracts 
which cannot be settled in cash.® 

This limitation is consistent with the 
other provisions pertaining to deliveries 
involving a debtor commodity broker. 
As the Commission earlier explained in 
its Federal Register release which 
accompanied the adoption of the final 


* See discussion in Federal Register document 
adopting final rules as to how creation of delivery 
accounts mitigates dilution effect of pro rata 
provisions of the Bankruptcy Code. 48 FR at 8731, 

id. 

3It is the Commission's view that as currently 
drafted, Rule 190.05(b) already applies only to such 
contracts since the rule provides that the contract 
market rules are to “permit the making and taking otf 
delivery to fulill a commodity futures contract for a 
physical commodity or an option on a physical 
commodity, which has not become part of the 
debtor's estate on the date of the entry of the order 
for relief... .” (Emphasis added). 48 FR at 8744, id. 
However, because a question has been raised in 
this regard, the Commission wishes to further clarify 
the scope of this rule. 
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bankruptcy rules, there is no separation 
between settlement on the profit or loss 
gained or incurred on a futures or 
options contract and settlement on an 
underlying physical commodity with 
respect to a contract which can be 
settled in cash because settlement in 
such cases is generally effected by a 
final variation margin payment.‘ 
Consequently, because there is no 
distinct event which is the “delivery,” a 
separate procedure for the settlement of 
a futures or option contract is not 
appropriate for such contracts. Because 
Rule 190.05(b) now explicitly excludes 
cash settlement contracts, it became 
necessary for the Commission to make a 
technical change to the proviso in 

§ 190.05(b)(1) which continues to specify 
that customers are not relieved of their 
obligation to make or take delivery 
solely because delivery is to be made or 
taken from a commodity broker which is 
a debtor. Even though this amendment 
may narrow contract markets’ 
rulemaking obligations under 

§ 190.05(b), the Commission has 
determined to extend the effective date 
of this rule to thirty days following 
publication of this document in the 
Federal Register to ensure sufficient 
time for compliance. 

The last set of changes in this 
rulemaking are to Rule 190.10(c) which 
prohibits a commodity broker from 
accepting customer non-cash margin 
unless the commodity broker first 
furnishes such customers with a risk 
disclosure statement explaining that, in 
the event of their broker's bankruptcy, 
customer property, including property 
specifically traceable to a particular 
customer, will be distributed to 
customers only to the extent of each 
customer's proportionate share of all 
property available for distribution to 
customers. The Commission believes the 
furnishing of this risk disclosure 
statement is necessary to provide fair 
notice to commodity customers that 
specifically identifiable property, like all 
customer property, will be subject to pro 
rata treatment in the liquidation of a 
commodity broker in bankruptcy. 

However, the Commission also 
believes that certain adjustments to this 
provision are warranted. First, by use of 
the term “commodity broker” in 
§ 190.10(c)(1), the Commission 
inadvertently included clearing 
organizations within the scope of this 
rule § and is now relieving them of thsi 
requirement. 


‘48 FR at 8731, id. 

5 Rule 190.01(f) defines a “commodity broker” as a 
futures commission merchant, a “commodity 
options dealer,” a “foreign futures commission 
merchant,” a “clearing organization,” and a 


Second, in response to inquiries as to 
whether the risk disclosure statement 
may be distributed to customers as part 
of the customer agreement, the 
Commission has determined that it may. 
This change has been incorporated in 
the rule which now permits the 
statement to be furnished as either a 
separate document or integrated into the 
customer agreement. However, the 
Commission wishes to reiterate that the 
disclosure need only be given to those 
customers who use non-cash margin. 
The Commission believes, therefore, 
that where only a few customers of a 
broker use non-cash margin, compliance 
may be achieved more readily by not 
incorporating the statement into the 
customer agreement but by furnishing a 
separate document. A specific 
acknowledgment by the customer that 
he has read the statement is still 
required to be obtained by the 
commodity broker, but where the risk 
disclosure statement is part of the 
customer agreement, the 
acknowledgment requirement is 
satisfied if the customer separately 
endorses the statement so long as a 
record is retained by the broker 
pursuant to § 190.10(c)(1)(ii). The 
Commission also wishes to make clear 
that the statement required by Rule 
1.55,° describing certain risks involved in 
the trading of futures contracts, may be 
printed on the reverse side of the Rule 
190.10{c) risk disclosure statement if 
separate endorsements are obtained 
with respect to each statement. 
Combining the two statements on the 
same side of a page, however, does not 
in the Commission's view constitute 
compliance with these provisions. 

The Commission has modified the 
language of § 190.10(c) in one other 
respect, also in response to concerns 
expressed by the industry. In order to 
allay any concerns of customers that the 
furnishing of the risk disclosure 
statement has any implication for the 
financial condition of the broker, the 
Commission has added language to the 
rule indicating that there is no 
relationship between the broker's 
financial position and the furnishing of 
the statement. A final question has been 
raised as to the extent to which a 
commodity broker must seek the return 
of the acknowledgment with respect to 
current customers. The Commission 
believes that so long as a commodity 
broker furnishes the Rule 190.10(c) 
statement to existing customers and 
specifically requests an endorsement 


“leverage transaction merchant,” with respect to 
which there is a “customer,” as those terms are 
defined in Rule 190.01. 48 FR at 8739, id. 

* 17 CFR 1.55 (1982). 
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and its return, of which request a record 
is maintained, the broker has no further 
obligation in this regard. 

As with Rule 190.05(b), the 
Commission is similarly deferring the 
effective date of Rule 190.10(c) until July 
31, 1983, otherwise scheduled to become 
effective June 30, 1983, to provide 
sufficient time for compliance with the 
rule, as amended. Notwithstanding the 
revisions to Rule 190.10(c), the 
Commission wishes to make clear that 
any person who satisfies the provisions 
of the rule as drafted prior to today’s 
amendments will be deemed to be in 
compliance therewith. 


II. Related Matters 


For good cause, the Commission finds 
that notice and opportunity for public 
comment on these rule amendments are 
unnecessary under the Administrative 
Procedure Act’ because the changes are 
clarifications which are also in the 
nature of relief measures. The 
amendments to Rules 190.01(kk) (4) and 
(5) expand the time period during which 
special relief is available to certain 
persons; the amendment to Rule 
§ 190.04(d)(2) specifically enumerates an 
alternative course of action available to 
the trustee which was previously 
implicit in the rules; the change to Rule 
190.05(b) clarifies the more limited scope 
of contract markets’ rulemaking 
obligations under that provision; and the 
revisions to rule 190.10(c) relieve 
clearing organizations of an inadvertent 
requirement to furnish the disclosure 
document and, for other persons still 
subject to the rule, provide an 
alternative basis for compliance. In 
addition, the two other rule amendments 
adopted in connection with the above 
amendments consist of conforming, non- 
substantive changes. 

In adopting these rule amendments, 
the Commission has taken into 
consideration the public interest to be 
protected by the antitrust laws and has 
endeavored to take the least 
anticompetitive means of achieving the 
regulatory objectives of the Commodity 
Exchange Act. 


Ill. Regulatory Flexibility Act 


As the Commission has not published 
a prior general notice of proposed 
rulemaking with respect to these 
amendments which are relief measures, 
the amendments are not “rules” as that 
term is defined in Section 3(a) of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (“RFA”), Pub. 
L. No. 96-354, 94 Stat. 1165 (5 U.S.C. 
601(2)).* Accordingly, the analysis or 


75 U.S.C. 553(b) (1976). 
* That section defines the term “rules” as “any 
rule for which the agency publishes a general notice 





certification specified in the RFA is not 
required. 
IV. Paperwork Reduction Act 


The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 
Pub. L. No. 96-511, 94 Stat. 2812 et. seq. 
(“PRA”), imposes certain requirements 
on federal agencies, including the 
Commission, in connection with their 
conducting or sponsoring any collection 
of information as defined by the PRA. 44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seg. Because the 
amendments to the Part 190 rules 
adopted herein do not require any 
collection or submission of information 
within the meaning of the PRA, the 
requirements under that law are not 
applicable thereto.* OMB control 
number 3038-0021 has previously been 
assigned to those regulations within Part 
190 which impose collection of 
information and recordkeeping 
requirements.*° 


List of Subjects in 17 CFR Part 190 


Account class, Allocation, 
Bankruptcy, Clearing organization, 
Commodity broker, Contract, 
Commodity option, Customer claim, 
Debtor, Delivery, Delivery account, 
Liquidation, Margin, Notice, Open 
commodity contract, Option, Order for 
relief, Specifically identifiable property, 
Trustee. 

In consideration of the foregoing and 
pursuant to the authority contained in 
the Commodity Exchange Act, as 
amended by the Futures Trading Act of 
1982, Pub. L. No. 97-444, 96 Stat. 2294 
(1983), and in particular sections 2(a), 4c, 
4d, 4g, 5, 5a, 8a, 15, 19 and 20 thereof, 7 
U.S.C. 2 and 4a, 6c, 6d, 6g, 7, 7a, 12a, 19, 
23 and 24 (1976 & Supp. V. 1981 and Pub. 
L. No. 97-444) and pursuant to the 
Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1978, as 
amended by the Bankruptcy Act 
Amendments, Pub. L. No. 97-222, 96 
Stat. 235 (1982), and in particular, 
sections 761-766 thereof, 11 U.S.C. 761- 
766 (Supp. V 1981 as amended by Pub. L. 
No. 97-222), the Commission hereby 
amends Chapter I of Title 17 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations as follows: 


PART 190—BANKRUPTCY RULES 


1. Section 190.01 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (kk) (4) and (5) to 
read as follows: 


§ 190.01 Definitions. 


* * . * 


fag* ** 


of proposed rulemaking pursuant to section 553(b) 
of this title... .” 

* See 44 U.S.C. 3502(4) (Supp. V 1981) defining the 
term “collection of information.” 

1° See 48 FR at 8738, n. 1 supra. 


(4) Any cash or other property 
deposited prior to the entry of the order 
for relief to pay for the taking of 
physical delivery on a long futures 
contract or for payment of the strike 
price upon exercise of a short put or a 
long call option contract on a physical 
commodity, which cannot be settled in 
cash, in excess of the amount necessary 
to margin such commodity contract prior 
to the notice date or exercise date, 
which cash or other property is 
identified on the books and records of 
the debtor as received from or for the 
account of a particular customer on or 
after three busines days before the first 
notice date or three business days 
before the exercise date specifically for 
the purpose of payment of the notice 
price upon taking delivery or the strike 
price upon exercise, respectively, and 
such customer takes delivery or 
exercises the option in accordance with 
the applicable contract market rules. 

(5) The cash price tendered for any 
property deposited prior to the entry of 
the order for relief to make physical 
delivery on a short futures contract or 
for exercise of a long put or a short call 
option contract on a physical 
commodity, which cannot be settled in 
cash, to the extent it exceeds the 
amount necessary to margin such 
contract prior to the notice date or 
exercise date, which property is 
identified on the books and records of 
the debtor as received from or for the 
account of a particular customer on or 
after three business days before the first 
notice date or three business days 
before the exercise date specifically for 
the purpose of a delivery or exercise, 
respectively, and such customer makes 
delivery or exercises the option in 
accordance with the applicable contract 
market rules. 


* * * * * 
2. Section 190.04 is amended by 


revising paragraph (d)(2) to read as 
follows: 


§ 190.04 Operation of the debtor’s 
estate—general. 
* * * * * 

(d) ¢ @ @ 

(2) Liquidation only. Nothing in this 
Part shall be interpreted to permit the 
trustee to purchase or sell new 
commodity contracts for customers of 
the debtor except to offset open 
commodity contracts or to transfer any 
transferable notice received by the 
debtor or the trustee under any 
commodity contract: Provided, however, 
That the trustee may, in its discretion 
and with approval of the Commission, 
cover uncovered inventory or 
commodity contracts of the debtor 
which cannot be liquidated immediately 
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because of price limits or other market 
conditions, or may take an offsetting 
position in a new month or at a strike 
price for which limits have not been 
reached. 


* * * * * 


3. Section 190.05 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (a)(2), the 
introductory text of paragraph (b), and 
(b)(1)(iii) to read as follows: 


§ 190.05 Making and taking delivery on 
commodity contracts. 

(a) * * & , 

(2) Delivery account shall mean any 
account prominently designated as such 
in the records of the debtor which 
contains only the specifically 
identifiable property associated with 
delivery set forth in §§ 190.01(kk) (3), (4), 
and (5), except that with respect to 
§ § 190.01(kk) (4) and (5), delivery need 
not be made or taken and exercise need 
not be effected for such property to be 
included in a delivery account. 


* * * * * 


(b) Contract market rules for 
deliveries on behalf of a customer of a 
debtor. Except in the case of a 
commodity futures or option contract 
which is settled in cash, each contract 
market shall adopt, maintain in effect 
and enforce rules which have been 
approved by the Commission in 
accordance with Section 5a(12) of the 
Act and § 1.41 of this chapter, which: 

(1) eo * * 

(iii) Trading ceases before it can be 
liquidated by the trustee, to be effected 
directly between the customer of the 
debtor and the person identified by the 
clearing organization as the party to 
whom delivery should be made or from 
whom delivery should be taken by such 
customer of the debtor without 
intervention of the trustee and without 
including such physical commodity or 
the payment for such physical 
commodity in any bankruptcy 
distribution: Provided, however, That a 
customer shall not be relieved of his 
obligation to make or take delivery for 
the sole reason that delivery must be 
made or taken from a commodity broker 
which is a debtor; and 


* * * * 


4. Section 190.10 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (c)(1) and (2) to read 
as follows: 


§ 190.10 General 


* * * * * 


(c) Disclosure statement for non-cash 
margin. (1) No commodity broker (other 
than a clearing organization) may accept 
property other than cash from or for the 
account of a customer to margin, 
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guarantee, or secure a commodity 
contract unless: 

(i) The commodity broker first 
furnishes the customer with the 
disclosure statement set forth in 
paragraph (c) (2) of this section in 
boldfaced print in at least ten point type, 
which may be provided as either a 
separate, written document or 
incorporated into the customer 
agreement; and 

(ii) The commodity broker receives an 
acknowledgment, signed and dated by 
the customer, that it has received and 
understood the statement, or if the 
statement is contained in the customer 
agreement, the customer separately 
endorses the page on which the 
statement appears, which 
acknowledgment or endorsement must 
be retained by the commodity broker for 
the greater of the period required in 
§ 1.31 of this chapter or until the 
customer who executes such 
acknowledgment terminates or closes its 
account. 

(2) The disclosure statement required 
by paragraph (c) (1) of this section is as 
follows: 


THIS STATEMENT IS FURNISHED TO 
YOU BECAUSE RULE 190.10 (c) OF THE 
COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING 
COMMISSION REQUIRES IT FOR 
REASONS OF FAIR NOTICE UNRELATED 
TO THIS COMPANY'S CURRENT 
FINANCIAL CONDITION. 


1. YOU SHOULD KNOW THAT IN THE 
UNLIKELY EVENT OF THIS COMPANY ’S 
BANKRUPTCY, PROPERTY, INCLUDING 
PROPERTY SPECIFICALLY TRACEABLE 
TO YOU, WILL BE RETURNED, 
TRANSFERRED OR DISTRIBUTED TO 


YOU, OR ON YOUR BEHALF, ONLY TO 
THE EXTENT OF YOUR PRO RATA 
SHARE OF ALL PROPERTY AVAILABLE 
FOR DISTRIBUTION TO CUSTOMERS. 

2. NOTICE CONCERNING THE TERMS FOR 
THE RETURN OF SPECIFICALLY 
IDENTIFIABLE PROPERTY WILL BE BY 
PUBLICATION IN A NEWSPAPER OF 
GENERAL CIRCULATION. 

3. THE COMMISSION'S REGULATIONS 
CONCERNING BANKRUPTCIES OF 
COMMODITY BROKERS CAN BE FOUND 
AT 17 CODE OF FEDERAL 
REGULATIONS PART 190. 

* * we * * 

Issued in Washington, D.C. on June 17, 

1983. 

Jane K. Stuckey, 

Secretary of the Commission. 

[FR Doc. 83-16825 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6351-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

18 CFR Part 282 

[Docket No. Rm 79-14] 


incremental Pricing Acquisition Cost 
Thresholds Under Title li of the NGPA 


Issued: June 21, 1983. 


AGENCY: Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission. 

acTION: Order prescribing incremental 
pricing thresholds. 


SUMMARY: The Director of the Office of 
Pipeline and Producer Regulation is 
issuing the incremental pricing 
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acquisition cost thresholds prescribed 
by Title II of the Natural Gas Policy Act 
and 18 CFR 282.304. The Act requires the 
Commission to compute and publish the 
threshold prices before the beginning of 
each month for which the figures apply. 
Any cost of natural gas above the 
applicable threshold is considered to be 
an incremental gas cost subject to 
incremental pricing surcharging. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: July 1, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kenneth A. Williams, Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, 825 N. Capitol 
Street NE., Washington, D.C. 20426, (202) 
357-8500. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
203 of the NGPA requires that the 
Commission compute and make 
available incremental pricing 
acquisition cost threshold prices 
prescribed in Title II before the 
beginning of any month for which such 
figures apply. 

Pursuant to that mandate and 
pursuant to § 375.307(1) of the 
Commission's regulations, delegating the 
publication of such prices to the Director 
of the Office of Pipeline and Producer 
Regulation, the incremental pricing 
acquisition cost threshold prices for the 
month of July 1983 is issued by the 
publication of a price table for the 
applicable month. 


List of Subjects in 18 CFR Part 282. 


Natural gas. 
Kenneth A. Williams, 


Director, Office of Pipeline and Producer 
Regulation. 


TABLE |.—INCREMENTAL PRICING ACQUISITION COST THRESHOLD PRICES 


CALENDAR YEAR 1980 





Incremental Pricing 
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[FR Doc. 83-17102 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 67617-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Customs Service 

19 CFR Parts 10 and 177 

{T.D. 83-141} 


Foreign Railroad Equipment; 
Temporary Importations Under Bond 


AGENCY: Customs Service, Treasury. 
ACTION: Rule-related notice. 


SUMMARY: This document advises the 


public of the procedures that Customs 
will follow in processing requests for 
duty-free entry of foreign railroad 
equipment imported temporarily into the 
United States to meet an emergency. 
Under the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States, locomotives and other railroad 
equipment may be brought temporarily 
into the United States for use in 
transportation other than in 
international traffic when the Secretary 
of the Treasury finds that the temporary 
use of foreign railroad equipment is 
necessary to meet an emergency. There 
must be an administrative finding that 
an emergency exists and that the 
temporary use of foreign railroad 
equipment is needed to overcome that 
emergency. This notice provides 
guidelines on the types of evidence that 
should be presented with a request for 
duty-free entry. This will enable 
Customs to reduce the time needed in 
deciding the request and to process 
these requests more efficiently. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 24, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William G. Rosoff, Carriers, Drawback 
and Bonds Division, U.S. Customs 
Service, 1301 Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20229 (202-566-5856). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 


Under normal conditions, foreign 
railroad equipment in use on a 
continuous route crossing the border 
into the United States is considered to 
be an item of international traffic and 
shall be admitted without formal entry 
or the payment of duty. 


CALENDAR YEAR 1983 


However, when it is deemed 
necessary due to an emergency situation 
to use foreign railroad equipment 
between points in the United States, it is 
no longer considered an item of 
international traffic but still can be 
admitted temporarily free of duty under 
bond in accordance with the provisions 
of headnote 1, Subpart C, Part 5, 
Schedule 8, Tariff Schedules of the 
United States (TSUS) (19 U.S.C. 1202). 
This headnote provides that articles 
described in Subpart C, when not 
imparted for sale or for sale on 
approval, may be admitted into the 
United States without the payment of 
duty, under bond for their exportation 
within one (1) year from the date of 
importation. This period, in the 
discretion of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, may be extended, upon 
application, for one or more further 
periods which, when added to the initial 
one (1) year, shall not exceed a total of 
three (3) years. Item 864.40, of Subpart 
C, Part 5, Schedule 8, TSUS, provides for 
duty-free entry for the following: 


Locomotives and other railroad equipment 
brought temporarily into the United States for 
use in clearing obstructions, fighting fires, or 
making emergency repairs on railroads 
within the United States, or for use in 
transportation otherwise than in international 
traffic when the Secretary of the Treasury 
finds that the temporary use of foreign 
railroad equipment is necessary to meet an 
emergency. 


The provision which permits the duty- 
free entry of railroad equipment was 
added by section 4 of the Customs 
Administrative Act of 1938 (Customs 
Administrative Act of 1938, sec. 4, 52 
Stat. 1079). The purpose was to allow 
the Secretary of the Treasury to permit 
the temporary entry of foreign railroad 
equipment to relieve acute congestions 
in rail traffic which cannot be cleared by 
available domestic equipment in time to 
prevent serious loss or suffering. See 
Hearings before the House Committee 
on Ways and Means on H.R. 6738, 75th 
Cong., 132 (1937). 

By Treasury Department Order No. 
165, Revised (T.D. 53654); Customs 
Delegation Order No. 1 (Revision 1) 
(T.D. 69-126), as amended by T.D. 72-41, 
T.D. 72-42, and T.D. 72-321, the 
authority delegated to the Secretary of 
the Treasury by the statute has been 
redelegated to the Director, Carriers, 


Drawback and Bonds Division, U.S. 
Customs Service. Section 177.2 Customs 
Regulations (19 CFR 177.2), contains the 
procedures for obtaining administrative 
rulings from Customs. Section 177.2(d) 
sets forth the information that would be 
needed to establish the fact of an 
emergency requiring immediate 
consideration. There must be an 
administrative finding that an 
emergency exists and that the 
temporary use of foreign railroad 
equipment is needed to overcome that 
emergency. The courts have held that an 
administrative decision must be 
supported by substantial evidence. 
University of Miami v. U.S., 64 C.C.P.A. . 
174, 176 (1977) and Yale University and 
Brown University v. U.S., 65 C.C.P.A. 97, 
103, 104 (1977). 


Requests for a Ruling on Item 864.40, 
TSUS 


To reduce delay in the processing of 
requests for duty-free entry under these 
conditions, requests for a ruling on the 
applicability of item 864.40, TSUS, 
should provide the following 
information: 

1. Name of Railroad and/or importer. 

2. Ownership, type, and number of the 
items of railroad equipment to be 
imported. 

3. Duration of importation period. 

4. Evidence showing the existence of 
an emergency such as news reports. 

5. Evidence that domestic equipment 
would not be available in time. This 
could be shown by unsuccessful and/or 
unsatisfied efforts to obtain sufficient 
equipment from other domestic railroads 
or from domestic railroad equipment 
manufacturers. 

Because the statutory scheme to 
which these guidelines apply is triggered 
only by the occurence of an emergency, 
there have been few requests for 
exemption under the statute in recent 
years. For example, there were only two 
such requests during 1982. During 1981 
there were five requests and during 1980 
there were four requests. Accordingly, 
since these information collection 
guidelines contemplate that nine or 
fewer persons will apply for the duty- 
free exemption each year, they are not 
subject to the requirements of section 
3507 of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1980 (44 U.S.C. Chap. 35). 
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While Customs will make every effort 
to expedite requests of an emergency 
nature, if there is no evidence on which 
to base an administrative decision, 
Customs has no other option than to 
make an independent investigation of 
the facts. That will necessarily add to 
the time for processing such a request. 
Consequently, it would be in the best 
interests of all parties to insure that 
accurate detailed evidence as to both 
the emergency and the basis for 
allowing duty-free entry of foreign 
railroad equipment to meet that 
emergency is presented with the request. 


Authority 


R.S. 251, as amended, sec. 624, 46 Stat. 
759 Customs Administrative Act of 1938, 
sec. 4, 52 Stat. 1079, 77A Stat. 14 (5 
U.S.C. 301, 19 U.S.C. 66, 1202, 1624 
(General Headnote 11, 12, Tariff 
Schedules of the United States)). 
Drafting Information 

The principal author of this document 
was James S. Demb, Regulations Control 
Branch, Office of Regulations and 
Rulings, U.S. Customs Service. However, 
personnel from other Customs offices 
participated in its development. 


Dated: April 28, 1983. 
Alfred R. De Angelus, 
Acting Commissioner of Customs. 
[FR Doc.. 83-17024 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4820-02-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Administration 


21 CFR Part 155 
[Docket No. 75P-0322) 


Canned Peas and Canned Dry Peas; 
Standards of Identity; Confirmation of 
Effective Date 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 


ACTION: Final rule; confirmation of 
effective date. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is confirming the 
effective date for compliance with the 
provision of the amended standard of 
identity for canned peas to reinstate 
magnesium hydroxide, magnesium 
oxide, and magnesium carbonate as 
optional ingredients. FDA is also 
confirming the effective date for 
compliance with the provision of the 
amended standard of identity for 
canned dry peas to exclude, by cross- 
reference, these compounds. 

DATES: Effective May 10, 1983, for all 
affected products initially introduced or 


initially delivered for introduction into 
interstate commerce on or after this 
date. Voluntary compliance may have 
begun August 31, 1982. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

F. Leo Kauffman, Bureau of Foods (HFF- 
214), Food and Drug Administration, 200 
C St. SW., Washington, DC 20204, 202- 
245-1164. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In the 
Federal Register of April 8, 1983 (48 FR 
15241), FDA issued a final regulation 
amending the standard of identity for 
canned peas to reinstate magnesium 
hydroxide, magnesium oxide, and 
magnesium carbonate as optional 
ingredients (21 CFR 155.170(a)(2)(xii)). 
FDA also amended the standard of 
identity for canned dry peas to exclude, 
by cross-reference, these compounds (21 
CFR 155.172(a)(2)). Any person 
adversely affected by the regulation 
could have, at any time on or before 
May 9, 1983, filed written objections to 
the final regulation and requested a 
public hearing on the specific provisions 
to which there were objections. No 
objections or requests for a hearing 
were received. 


List of Subjects in 21 CFR Part 155 


Canned vegetables, Food standards, 
Vegetables. 


PART 155—CANNED VEGETABLES 


Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (secs. 401, 
701(e), 52 Stat. 1046 as amended, 70 Stat. 
919 as amended (21 U.S.C. 341, 371{e))) 
and under authority delegated to the 
Commissioner of Food and Drugs (21 
CFR 5.10), notice is given that the 
effective date for compliance with the 
standards of identity for canned peas 


(21 CFR 155.170) and, by cross-reference, 


canned dry peas (21 CFR 155.172) as 
amended in the Federal Register of April 
8, 1983 (48 FR 15241), is May 10, 1983. 
Voluntary compliance may have begun 
August 31, 1982. 

Dated: June 17, 1983. 
William F. Randolph, 
Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 
{FR Doc. 83-16818 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


21 CFR Parts 510, 524, and 558 
Nitrofurazone and Furazolidone for 


Animal Use; Change of Sponsor 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is amending the 


animal drug regulations to reflect 
changes of sponsor for several new 
animal drug applications (NADA's). The 
NADA's were transferred from 
Norwich-Eaton Pharmaceuticals to 
SmithKline Animal Health Products and 
to Norden Laboratories, Inc. SmithKline 
submitted supplemental NADA’s that 
provide for the changes. Additionally, 
the regulations are amended by revising 
the designation and address of 
SmithKline Animal Health Products. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: June 24, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John R. Markus, Bureau of Veterinary 
Medicine (HF V-145), Food and Drug 
Administration, 5600 Fishers Lane, 
Rockville, MD 20857, 301-443-3442. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
SmithKline Animal Health Products, 
Division of SmithKline Beckman Corp., 
1600 Paoli Pike, West Chester, PA 19380, 
has informed the FDA that NADA 6-475, 
NADA 8-989, NADA 9-393, NADA $- 
415, NADA 13-805, and NADA 32-319 
have been transferred from Norwich- 
Eaton Pharmaceuticals to SmithKline 
Beckman Corp. 

SmithKline stated that several of the 
NADA's are to be sponsored by 
SmithKline Animal Health Products and 
the others will be sponsored by Norden 
Laboratories, Inc., Lincoln, NE 68501, a 
wholly owned subsidiary of SmithKline 
Beckman Corp. SmithKline Animal 
Health Products and Norden 
Laboratories submitted supplements to 
each transferred NADA providing for 
the changes. Several of the NADA’s are 
codified in the animal drug regulations 
which are hereby amended to identify 
thé new sponsor. Under the Bureau of 
Veterinary Medicine’s supplemental 
approval policy (see 42 FR 64367; 
December 23, 1977), this is a Category I 
change which does not require 
reevaluation of the safety and 
effectiveness data in the parent 
applications. Additionally, the 
regulations are amended to revise the 
designation and address of SmithKline 
Animal Health Products. 


List of Subjects 
21 CFR Part 510 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Animal drugs, Labeling, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 


21 CFR Part 524 
Animal drugs, topical. 
21 CFR Part 558 
Animal drugs, Animal feeds. 





Therefore, under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (sec. 512(i), 82 
Stat. 347 (21 U.S.C. 360b(i))) and under 
authority delegated to the Commissioner 
of Food and Drugs (21 CFR 5.10) and 
redelegated to the Bureau of Veterinary 
Medicine (21 CFR 5.83), Parts 510, 524, 
and 558 are amended as follows: 


PART 510—NEW ANIMAL DRUGS 


1. In Part 510, § 510.600 is amended by 
revising the entry for SmithKline Animal 
Health Products in paragraph (c) (1) and 
(2) to read as follows: 


§ 510.600 Names, addresses, and drug 
labeler codes of sponsors of approved 
applications. 


7 * * * * 


m= * 
lillian 


Firm name and address 


SmithKline Animal Health Products, Division of 
SmithKline Beckman Corp., 1600 Paoli Pike, 
West Chester, PA 19380 


7_* ** 


Firm name and address 


000007 SmithKline Animal Health Products, Division of 
SmithKline, Beckman Corp., 1600 Paoli Pike, 
West Chester, PA 19380. 


PART 524—OPHTHALMIC AND 
TOPICAL DOSAGE FORM NEW 
ANIMAL DRUGS NOT SUBJECT TO 
CERTIFICATION 


§ 524.1005 [Amended] 


2. In Part 524, § 524.1005 
Furazolidone aerosol powder is 
amended in paragraph (b) by removing 
the number “000149” and inserting in its 
place the number “000007.” 


§524.1580b [Amended] 

3. In Part 524, § 524.1580b 
Nitrofurazone ointment is amended in 
paragraph (b) by removing the number 
“000149” and inserting in its place the 
number “011519.” 


§524.1560c [Amended] 


4. In Part 524, § 524.1580c 
Nitrofurazone soluble powder is 


amended in paragraph (b) by removing 
the number “000149” and inserting in its 
place the number “011519.” 


PART 558—NEW ANIMAL DRUGS FOR 
USE IN ANIMAL FEEDS 


§ 558.15 [Amended] 


5. In Part 558, § 558.15 Antibiotic, 
nitrofuran, and sulfonamide drugs in the 
feed of animals is amended in 
paragraph (g) (1) and (2) by revising the 
entries that identify “Norwich-Eaton 
Pharmaceuticals” as a sponsor for 
nitrofurazone and for furazolidone to 
read “SmithKline Animal Health 
Products.” 

Effective date: June 24, 1983. 

(Sec. 512(i), 82 Stat. 347 (21 U.S.C. 360b(i))) 

Dated: June 15, 1983. 

Max L. Crandall, 

Associate Director for Surveillance and 
Compliance. 

[FR Doc. 83-16751 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL 
BROADCASTING 


22 CFR Part 1303 


Revision of Board’s Rules Pertaining 
to National Security Information 


AGENCY: Board for International 
Broadcasting. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: On May 20, 1983 there were 


published on page 22749 of the Federal 
Register proposed regulations to 
implement Executive Order 12356 
relating to national security information. 
Public comment on the proposed 
regulations was invited through June 17, 
1983. Inasmuch as no public comment 
has been received, the proposed 
regulations are hereby adopted without 
change as of June 20, 1983. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: June 20, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Arthur D. Levin (202) 254-804. 

Walter R. Roberts, 

Executive Director. 


List of Subjects in 22 CFR Part 1303 


National security information 
regulations. 


Sections 1303.1, 1303.2 and paragraph 
(a) of 1303.3 of Chapter 13 of Title 22 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations are 
revised to read as follows: 
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PART 1303—SECURITY INFORMATION 
REGULATIONS 


§ 1303.1 Policy. 
It is the policy of the Board for 
International Broadcasting (BIB) to act 


in accordance with Executive Order 
12356 in matters relating to national 


security information. 


§ 1303.2 Program. 


The Executive Director is designated 
as the BIB’s official responsible for 
implementation and oversight of 
information security programs and 
procedures. He acts as the recipient of 
questions, suggestions and complaints 
regarding all elements of this program, 
and is solely responsible for changes to 
it and for ensuring that it is at all times 
consistent with Executive Order 12356. 
The Executive Director also serves as 
the BIB’s official contact for requests for 
declassification of materials submitted 
under the provisions of executive Order 
12356, regardless of the point or origin of 
such requests. He is responsible for 
ensuring that requests submitted under 
the Freedom of Information Act are 
handled in accordance with that Act 
and that declassification requests 
submitted under the provisions of 
Executive Order 12356 are acted upon 
within 60 days of receipt. 


§ 1303.3 Procedures. 


(a) Mandatory Declassification 
Review. 

Requests for mandatory review of 
national security information shall be in 
writing and addressed to the Executive 
Director, Board for International 
Broadcasting, Suite 1100, 1201 
Connecticut Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20036. The request should describe 
the document or material containing the 
information with sufficient specificity to 
enable the Board's personnel to locate it 
with a reasonable amount of effort. In 
light of the fact that the BIB does not 
have original classification authority 
and national security information in its 
custody has been classified by another 
Federal agency, the Executive Director 
shall refer all requests for national 
security information in its custody to the 
Federal agency that classified it for 
review and disposition in accordance 
with Executive Order 12356 and that 
agency's regulations and guidelines. 


* * * * * 


(Executive Order 12356) 
(FR Doc. 83-16900 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6155-01-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Housing—Federal Housing 
Commissioner 


24 CFR Parts 203 and 235 
[Docket No. R-83-991] 


Mutual Mortgage Insurance and 
Rehabilitation Loans; Mortgage 
insurance and Assistance Payments 
for Homeownership and Project 
Rehabilitation; Providing Information 
to Mortgagor 


AGENCY: Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Housing—Federal Housing 
Commissioner, HUD. 

ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This document makes final 


an interim rule published on August 3, 
1982, concerning two changes to HUD 
rules on annual mortgagee notices to 
mortgagors in HUD’s single family 
mortgage insurance progranis. The first 
reduces the number of days (from 60 to 
30) in which a mortgagee must furnish 
statements of interest paid and taxes 
disbursed from escrow during the 
preceding calendar year. The second 
change concerns notice requirements to 
mortgagors under HUD’s 
homeownership mortgage insurance and 
assistance payments program. This 
change requires the mortgagee to 
caution the mortgagor that IRS 
regulations limit the amount of 
deductions available to the mortgagor. It 
further recommends that the mortgagor 
seek competent State and local tax 
advice. Both changes are intended to 
benefit individual mortgagors, and to 
align HUD reporting requirements with 
those existing in the private sector. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: Upon expiration of the 
first period of 30 calendar days of 
continuous session of Congress after 
publication. Notice of the effective date 
of this final rule will be published in the 
Federal Register. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Richard B. Buchheit, Director, Single 
Family Servicing Division, Office of 
Single Family Housing, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, Room 
9180, 451 Seventh'Street, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20410, telephone (202) 
755-8680. (This is not a toll-free 
number.) 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
August 3, 1982, the Department 
published an interim rule (47 FR 33495), 
which contained two amendments to 
rules relating to mortgagee notice 
requirements to mortgagors in HUD's 


single family mortgage insurance 
programs. The first revised § 203.508(c) 
to require mortgagees to furnish 
mortgagors with statements of interest 
paid and taxes disbursed from escrow 
within thirty days after the end of each 
calendar year. In the past, mortgagees 
had been required to furnish mortgagors 
with these statements within sixty days 
of the end of each calendar year. The 
second change added a new § 235.1001 
to Part 235, Mortgage Insurance and 
Assistance Payments for 
Homeownership and Project 
Rehabilitation. As published on August 
3, this section required the mortgagee to 
include in the statements of interest and 
taxes paid a statement of the total Part 
235 assistance payments made on the 
mortgagor's behalf by HUD during the 
year. The provision also advised the 
mortgagor that he or she should contact 
the appropriate taxing authority for 
guidance as to the amount of interest 
that can be claimed as a deduction on 
his or her income tax returns. This 
document makes final the interim rule. 

Two comments were received on the 
interim rule. The following is a summary 
of the comments and the changes made 
to the interim rule. 

Section 203.508(c). Neither commenter 
objected to the reduction of the time 
period within which mortgagees must 
provide annual statements of taxes and 
interest. The final rule is the same as the 
interim rule. 

Section 235.1001. One commenter 
questioned the provision which required 
the mortgagee to direct the mortgagor to 
contact taxing authorities to determine 


. the amount of interest which can be 


claimed as a deduction on his/her 
income tax returns. This commenter 
urged that § 235.1001 be revised to 
include a reference to IRS regulation 
1.163-1 entitled, Interest deductions in 
general, and to include a warning to the 
mortgagor that the allowable mortgage 
interest deduction on his or her Federal 
income tax return is limited to the 
amount the mortgagor actually paid 

_ during the year. 

The Department concurs that each 
mortgagor should be provided with more 
precise guidance as to what interest is 
deductible on his or her Federal income 
tax return than was provided in the 
interim rule. Thus, the final rule requires 
the mortgagee’s accounting of the total 
amount of assistance payments paid by 
the Secretary and applied to the 
mortgagor’s account during the 
preceding year to be provided in a 
manner which indicates (or permits the 
mortgagor readily to compute) the 
excess of the total amount of interest 
payments made during the year over the 
amount of the assistance payments 


made by the Secretary. This accounting 
must be accompanied by a warning to 
the mortgagor that, under Section 1.163- 
1(d) of the Internal Revenue Service 
Regulations, the mortgagor may deduct 
for Federal income tax purposes only 
that part, if any, of mortgage interest 
payments made during the year which 
exceeded the amount of assistance 
payments made by HUD. The final rule 
retains the substance of the interim 
rule’s requirement that the mortgagee 
urge the mortgagor to seek expert advice 
concerning the deductibility of 
assistance payments under State or 
local income tax laws. 

The other commenter questioned 
whether the number of Part 235 
mortgagors actually claiming interest 
deductions on their Federal income tax 
returns is sufficient to justify the new 
§ 235.1001. While we have no statistics 
indicating how many Part 235 
mortgagors itemize deductions, we have 
received sufficient inquiry on the subject 
matter to indicate that a problem does 
exist. The Department has found that 
some mortgagors receiving Part 235 
assistance are uncertain as to the 
amount of interest which they may 
deduct on their Federal income tax 
forms. The final rule will eliminate 
confusion, because it directs each 
mortgagee to instruct each mortgagor 
that he or she may deduct for Federal 
tax purposes only that amount of 
mortgage interest payments made during 
the year which exceeded the amount of 
assistance payments.made by HUD 
during the year. The solution to the 
problem imposes only a slight burden on 
mortgagees. 

This rule does not constitute a “major 
rule” as that term is defined in Section 
1(b) of Executive Order 12291 on Federal 
Regulation. Analysis of the rule 
indicated that it does not (1) have an 
annual effect on the economy of $100 
million or more; (2) cause a major 
increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; or (3) 
have a significant adverse effect on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic export 
markets. 

A Finding of No Significant Impact 
with respect to the environment has 
been made in accordance with HUD 
regulations in 24 CFR Part 50 which 
implement Section 102(2)(C) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969. The Finding of No Significant 
Impact is available for public inspection _ 





during regular hours in the Office of the 
Rules Docket Clerk, Office of the 
General Counsel, Room 10278, 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, 451 Seventh Street, SW.., 
Washington, D.C. 20410. 

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
605(b) (the Regulatory Flexibility Act), 
the Undersigned hereby certifies that 
this rule does not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities, because the 
additional burden the rule places on 
mortgage lenders, large or small, is 
minimal. 

This rule was listed as item H-33-81 
under the Office of Housing in the 
Department's Semiannual Agenda of 
Regulations published on April 25, 1983 
(48 FR 18054, 18071) pursuant to 
Executive Order 12291 and the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. 

This rule is applicable to all fully 
insured single family mortgages covering 
one-to-four family dwellings. The 
mortgage insurance programs which are 
listed in the catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance under the following numbers 
are eligible for consideration under 
these rules: 14.105, 14.108, 14.117, 14.118, 
14.119, 14.120, 14.121, 14.122, 14.123, 
14.133, 14.140, 14.152, 14.159, 14.165. 

Information collection requirements 
contained in this rule (§§ 203.508 and 
235.1001) have been approved by the 
Office of Management and Budget under 
the provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 96-511) 
and have been assigned OMB control 
number 2502-0235. 


List of Subjects 
24 CFR Part 203 


Home improvement, Loan programs— 
housing and community development, 
Mortgage insurance, Solar energy. 


24 CFR Part 235 


Condominiums, Cooperative, Low- 
and moderate-income housing, Mortgage 
insurance, Homeownership, Grant 
program—housing and community 
development. 

Accordingly, the Department amends 
Chapter II, Title 24 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations as follows: 


PART 203—MUTUAL MORTGAGE 
INSURANCE AND REHABILITATION 
LOANS 


(1) By revising § 203.508(c) to read as 
follows: 


§ 203.508 Providing information. 

(c) Within thirty days after the end of 
each calendar year, the mortgagee shall 
furnish to the mortgagor a statement of 


the interest paid, and of the taxes 
disbursed from the escrow account 
during the preceding year. At the 
mortgagor's request, the mortgagee shall 
furnish a statement of the escrow 
account sufficient to enable the 
mortgagor to reconcile the account. 
(OMB control number 2502-0235). 


* * * * * 


PART 235—MORTGAGE INSURANCE 
AND ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS FOR 
HOMEOWNERSHIP AND PROJECT 
REHABILITATION 


(2) By adding a new § 235.1001 to read 
as follows: 


§ 235.1001 Providing information. 


The statement of interest paid and 
taxes disbursed furnished by the 
mortgagee to the mortgagor pursuant to 
§ 203.508(c) of this Chapter shall 
include, or be accompanied by, an 
accounting of the total amount of 
assistance payments paid by the 
Secretary and applied to the mortgagor's 
account during the preceding year. Such 
accounting will be provided in a manner 
which indicates (or permits the 
mortgagor readily to compute) the 
excess of the total amount of interest 
payments made during the year over the 
amount of the assistance payments 
made by the Secretary. The foregoing 
accounting shall contain, or be 
accompanied by, notification regarding 
the deductibility of interest payments 
made by the mortgagor in substantially 
the following language: “If you itemize 
deductions on your income tax returns, 
please read this notice. Under § 1.163- 
1(d) of Federal Income Tax Regulations, 
you, as the borrower, may deduct for 
Federal income tax purposes only that 
part, if any, of mortgage interest 
payments made during the year which 
exceeded the amount of assistance 
payments made by HUD during the 
year. You are urged to contact your tax 
advisor or State and local tax offices for 
guidance regarding the deductibility of 
payments on your State or local income 
tax returns.” (OMB control number 
2502-0235) 


(Secs. 203, 211, and 235, National Housing 
Act, 12 U.S.C. 1709, 1715b, 1715z). 


Dated: June 15, 1983. 
Philip Abrams, 
Assistant Secretary for Housing—Federal 
Housing Commissioner. 


[FR Doc. 83-17103 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4210-27-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement 


30 CFR Part 934 


North Dakota Abandoned Mine Land 
Reclamation Plan Amendment 


AGENCY: Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement (OSM), 
Interior. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: On March 4, 1983, the State of 
North Dakota submitted to OSM a 
proposed amendment to its Abandoned 
Mine Land Reclamation (AMLR) Plan. 
After opportunity for public comment 
and review of the amendment, the 
Assistant Secretary for Energy and 
Minerals of the Department of the 
Interior has determined that the North 
Dakota amendment meets the 
requirements of SMCRA and the 
Secretary's regulations (30 CFR Chapter 
VII, Subchapter R, 47 FR 28574-28604, 
June 30, 1982). Accordingly, the 
Assistant Secretary has approved the 
North Dakota Amendment. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: The rule is effective 

July 25, 1983. 

ADDRESSES: Copies of the full text of the 

proposed amendment are available for 

review during regular business hours at 
the following locations: 

North Dakota Public Service 
Commission, State Capitol Building, 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58505; 

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement, P.O. Box 1420, 935 
Pendell Blvd., Mills, Wyoming 82644; 

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement, Administrative 
Record—Rm. 5315, 1100 “L” Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

William Thomas, Field Office Director, 

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 

and Enforcement, P.O. Box 1420, 935 

Pendell Blvd., Mills, Wyoming 82644 

Telephone: (307) 261-5776._ 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Title IV 
of the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA), Pub. 
L. 95-87, 30 U.S.C. 1201 et seg., 
establishes an abandoned mine land 
reclamation program for the purposes of 
reclaiming and restoring lands and 
water resources adversely affected by 
past mining. This program is funded by 
a reclamation fee imposed upon the 
production of coal. Lands and water 
eligible for reclamation are those that 
were mined or affected by mining and 
abandoned or left in an inadequate 
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reclamation status prior to August 3, 
1977, and for which there is no 
continuing reclamation responsibility 
under State or Federal Law. Title IV 
provides that a State with an approved 
AMLR program has the responsibility 
and primary authority to implement an 
abandoned mine land reclamation 
program. 

The North Dakota AMLR Plan was 
approved on December 23, 1981. On 
March 4, 1983, North Dakota submitted a 
proposed amendment to the Plan. An 
approved State AMLR Plan can be 
amended under the provisions of 30 CFR 
884.15. Under these provisions, if the 
amendment or revision changes the 
objectives, scope, or major policies 
followed by the State in the conduct of 
its reclamation program, the Director of 
the Office of Surface Mining should 
follow the procedures set out in 30 CFR 
884.14 in approving an amendment or 
revision of a State reclamation plan. The 
Director has followed these procedures 
and recommended to the Assistant 
Secretary on June 13, 1983 that the North 
Dakota Amendment be approved. 

OSM published a notice of proposed 
rulemaking on the North Dakota 
amendment and requested public 
comment on March 31, 1983 (48 FR 
13441). No public comments were 
received. The State of North Dakota 
held public hearings on the proposed 
amendment as required by State law on 
January 12, September 21, October 5, 
1981 and on May 15 and 19, July 15 and 
November 3, 1982 in Bismarck, North 
Dakota. No public comments were 
received. 

To codify information applicable to 

individual States under SMCRA, 
including decisions on State reclamation 
plans and amendments, OSM has 
established a new Subchapter T of 30 
CFR Chapter VII. Subchapter T consists 
of Parts 900 through 953. Provisions 
relating to North Dakota are found in 30 
CFR Part 934. 

Contents of the North Dakota 
amendment are: 

1. Redefinition of the term 
“reclamation activities”; 

2. Time period for notice for right of 
entry and entry for studies on 
exploration; 

3. Amended procedures for land 
acquisition; 

4. Amended procedures for 
acceptance of gifts of land; 

5. Amended procedures for 
disposition of acquired funds; 

6. Amended procedures for approvals 
of real property; 

7. Amended procurement policy, 


standard contract provisions, and 
contract and administration policy. 
Assistant Secretary’s Findings 


In accordance with Section 405 of 
SMCRA, the Assistant Secretary finds 
that North Dakota has submitted an 
amendment to its Abandoned Mine 
Land Reclamation Plan and has 
determined, pursuant to 30 CFR 884.15, 
that: 

1. The public has been given adequate 
notice and opportunity to comment, and 
the record does not reflect major 
unresolved controversies. 

2. Views of other Federal agencies 
have been solicited and considered. 

3. The State has the legal authority, 
policies and administrative structure to 
carry out the amendment. 

4. The amendment meets all 
requirements of the OMS AMLR 
Program provisions. 

5. The State has an approved Surface 
Mining Regulatory Program. 

6. The amendment is in compliance 
with all applicable State and Federal 
laws and regulations. 

Additional Findings 

The Office of Surface Mining has 
examined this proposed rulemaking 
under Section 1(b) of Executive Order 
No. 12291 (February 17, 1981) and has 
determined that, based on available 
quantitative data, it does not constitute 
a major rule. The reasons underlying 
this determination are as follows: 

1. Approval will not have an effect on 
costs or prices for consumers, individual 
industries, Federal, State, or local 
government agencies or geographic 
regions; and 

2. Approval will not have adverse 
effects on competition, employment, 
productivity, innovation or on the ability 
of United States-based enterprises to 
compete with foreign-based enterprises 
in domestic or export markets. 

This rulemaking has been examined 
pursuant to the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act, 5 U.S.C. 601 et. seg., and the Office 
of Surface Mining has determined that 
the rule will not have significant 
economic effects on a substantial 
number of-small entities. The reason for 
this determination is that approval will 
not have demographic effects, direct 
costs, information collection and 
recordkeeping requirements, indirect 
costs, nonquantifiable costs, competitive 
effects, enforcement costs or aggregate 
effects on small entities. 

Further, the Office of Surface Mining 
has determined that the North Dakota 
amendment does not have a significant 
effect on the quality of the human 
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environment because the decision 
relates only to the policies, procedures 
and organization of the State’s 
Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation 
Program. Therefore, under the 
Department of the Interior Manual DM 
5162.3(A)(1), the Assistant Secretary's 
decision on the North Dakota 
amendment is categorically excluded 
from the National Environmental Policy 
Act requirements. ; 

As a result, no environmental 
assessment (EA) or environmental 
impact statement (EIS) has been 
prepared on this action. It should be 
noted that a programmatic EIS was 
prepared by OSM in conjunction with 
the implementation of Title IV. 
Moreover, an EA or an EIS will be 
prepared for the approval of grants for 
the abandoned mine land reclamation 
projects under 30 CFR Part 886. 


List of Subjects in 30 CFR Part 934 


Coal mining, Intergovernmental 
regulations, Surface mining, 
Underground mining. _ 

(Pub. L. 95-87, 304 U.S.C. 1201, et seq.) 

Dated: June 13, 1983. 

James R. Harris, 
Director, Office of Surface Mining. 

Dated: June 17, 1983. 

William P. Pendley, 


Acting Assistant Secretary for Energy and 
Minerals. 


PART 934—NORTH DAKOTA 


Therefore, § 934.20 is revised to read 
as follows: 


§ 934.20 Approval of North Dakota 
Abandoned Mine Pian. 

The North Dakota Abandoned Mine 
Plan, as submitted on July 28, 1981, is 
approved. Amendments to this Plan, as 
submitted on March 4, 1983, are also 
approved. Copies of the approved 
programs, as amended, are available at: 
North Dakota Public Service 

Commission, State Capitol Building, 

Bismarck, North Dakota 58505 
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 

and Enforcement, P.O. Box 1420, 935 _ 

Pendell Blvd., Mills, Wyoming 82644 
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 

and Enforcement, Administrative 

Record—Room 5315, 1100 “L” Street, 

NW., Washington, D.C. 20240 


[FR Doc. 83-17119 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-05-M 





ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Part 52 
[A-9-FRL 2353-2] 


Approval and Promuigation of State 
implemention Plans; California 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Withdrawal of final rules. 


sumMaRY: The purpose of this action is 

to withdraw approval of revisions to the 

California State Implementation Plan for 

the Yolo-Solano Air Pollution Control 

District (APCD). These revisions consist 

of two new source review rules and 

were approved on June 18, 1982. The 

intent of this action is to provide a 

public comment period for the revisions. 

EPA is publishing a notice of proposed 

rulemaking elsewhere in today’s Federal 

Register on these rules. EPA is taking 

this action in accordance with the 

procedures described in the June 18, 

1982, final rulemaking notice. 

DATE: This action is effective June 24, 

1983. 

ADDRESSES: Copies of the Yolo-Solano 

APCD submittal are available for public 

inspection during normal business hours 

at the EPA Region 9 office and at the 
following locations: 

Public Information Reference Unit, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Library—Room 2404, 401 M Street, 
SW., Washington, D.C. 20460 

Yolo-Solano Air Pollution Control 
District, 323 First Street, Suite 5, P.O. 
Box 1006, Woodland, CA 95695 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Douglas Grano, Chief, State 
Implementation Plan Section, 

Air Programs Branch, Air Management 
Division, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9, 215 Fremont 

Street, San Francisco, CA 941051, 
(415)974—7641 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 


On February 25, 1980 the California 
Air Resources Board submitted 
revisions to the State Implementation 
Plan. These revisions consisted of Yolo- 
Solano new source review rules 3.4.1, 
“Standards for Granting Applications” 
and 3.4.2, “Conditional Approval.” 

On June 18, 1982 EPA announced the 
availability of this submittal and 
approved it as a revision to the 
California SIP. (For further information 
about these revisions, see 47 FR 26379.) 

In the approval notice EPA advised 
the public that the effective date of 


approval would be deferred for 60 days 
to provide an opportunity to submit 
comments on the revisions. EPA 
announced that, if within 30 days of the 
publication of the approval notice EPA 
received notice that someone wished. to 
submit an adverse or critical comment, 
it would withdraw its approval and 
begin a new rulemaking by proposing 
the action and establishing a 30-day 
comment period. EPA also published a 
general notice explaining this special 
procedure on September 4, 1981 (46 FR 
44476.) 

EPA has received adverse or critical 
comments concerning Rules 3.4.1 and 
3.4.2 above. Therefore, in accordance 
with the procedures described above, 
EPA is today withdrawing its June 18, 
1982 approval of these revisions and is 
proposing to approve Rules 3.4.1 and 
3.4.2 elsewhere in today’s Federal 
Register. 

EPA is withdrawing the original 


’ approval without providing prior notice 


and opportunity to comment because it 
finds there is good cause within the 
meaning of 5 U.S.C. 553(b) to do so. 
Notice and comment would be 
impractical because EPA needs to 
withdraw its approval quickly in order 
to consider the comments which 
members of the public want to submit. 
In addition, further notice is not 
necessary because EPA has already 
informed the public that it would follow 
this procedure if a request was received 
to comment on the revision (see 47 FR 
26379 and 46 FR 44476). For the same 
reasons, EPA finds it has good cause 
under 5 U.S.C. 553(d) to make this 
withdrawal immediately effective. 
Under 5 U.S.C. 605(b), the 


' Administrator has certified that SIP 


actions do not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. The Office of 
Management and Budget has exempted 
this action from the requirements of 
Section 3 of Executive Order 12291. 

Under Section 307(b)(1) of the Clean 
Air Act, judicial review of this action is 
available only by filing a petition for 
review. in the United States Court of 
Appeals for the appropriate circuit 
within 60 days of today. 


Lists of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 


Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur 
oxides, Nitrogen dioxide, Lead, 
Particulate matter, Carbon monoxide, 
Hydrocarbons, Intergovernmental 
relations. 


(Section 110(a) and 301(a), Clean Air Act, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 7410(a) and 7601(a)) 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules ‘and Regulations 


Dated: June 17, 1983. 
William D. Ruckelshaus, 
Administrator. 


PART 52—APPROVAL AND 
PROMULGATION OF 
IMPLEMENTATION PLANS 


Subpart F of Part 52, Chapter I, Title 
40 of the Code of Federal Regulations is 
amended as follows: 


Subpart F—California 


1. In § 52.220, paragraph (c)(54)(iv)(C) 
is added to read as follows: 


§ 52.220. Identification of plan. 


+ * * * * 


Peres 


(c 
(54) = Me , 
(iv) * * *€ 
(C) New or amended Rule 3.13. 


* + * * * 


[FR Doc. 83~17041 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


40 CFR Part 81 
[KY-009; A-4-FRL 2364-2] 


Designation of Areas For Air Quality 
Planning Purposes, Kentucky; 
Redesignation for Muhlenberg County 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


summany: EPA today approves a 
request by Kentucky to redesignate 
Muhlenberg County as attainment for 
the primary sulfur dioxide (SO2) 
standards. This is based on the fact that 
the SO, emissions from the Tennessee 
Valley Authority's Paradise Plant are 
now attaining an emission rate of 5.2 
lbs/MMBTU. Air quality will not change 
as a result of this action. 

DATE: This action is effective June 24, 

1983. 

ADDRESS: Copies of the material 

submitted by Kentucky may be 

examined during normal business hours 
at the following locations: 

Public Information Reference Unit, 
Library Systems Branch, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 
M Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 
20460 

Air Management Branch, Environmental 
Protection Agency, 345 Courtland 
Street, NE., Atlanta, Georgia 30365 

Kentucky Department for Environmental 
Protection, 18 Reilly Road, Building 
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#2, Ft. Boone Plaza, Frankfort, 

Kentucky 40601. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Melvin Russell, EPA Region IV, Air 
Management Branch, at the above listed 
address or phone 404/881-3286 or FTS 
257-3286. . 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA 
proposed to redesignate Muhlenberg 
County to attainment for the primary 
SO, standards on January 21, 1983 (48 
FR 2803). EPA received no comments in 
response to the proposed action. The 
primary SO: nonattainment designation 
for Muhlenberg County, Kentucky, was 
based on noncompliance with the 
applicable SO, emission limit (which 
was 5.2 lbs/MMBTU at the time of the 
nonattainment designation) by one 
source (Tennessee Valley Authority's 
Paradise Plant). This 5.2 lbs/MMBTU 
limit was subsequently changed to 3.1 
lbs/MMBTU to assure protection of the 
secondary SO; standard. 

However, with regard to the primary 
standard, dispersion modeling indicates 
that the 5.2 lbs of SO./MMBTU emission 
rate is adequate for attainment. In 
addition, the Paradise Plant is now 
meeting this limit. On this basis, on 
December 1, 1982, Kentucky requested 
that Muhlenberg County be redesignated 
as attainment for the primary SO. 
standard. 

We should add that a 5.2 lbs/MMBTU 
SO. emission limit, which provides for 
primary attainment, will be a legally 
enforceable requirement of a proposed 
amendment to the consent decree to be 
filed in the civil enforcement litigation in 
the United States District Court for the 
Middle District of Tennessee (Tennessee 
Thoracic Society v. Freeman, Case No. 
77-3286 and consolidated cases). This 
proposed emission limit is being met 
and all parties have agreed to the 
amendment to the consent decree. The 
proposed amendment to the consent 
decree will require that the Paradise 
Plant meet the 5.2 lbs/MMBTU limit 
until December 1, 1983, at which time 
the plant must meet.the 3.1 lbs/MMBTU 
limit. The 3.1 lbs/MMBTU limit is 
presently part of the State’s EPA 
approved SIP (45 FR 72153; 10/31/80), 
and is currently enforceable by EPA. 

The January 21, 1983, notice indicated 
a final compliance date of November 1, 
1983, for the Paradise Plant to meet the 
3.1 Ilbs/MMBTU emission limit. The date 
should have been December 1, 1983. The 
correction of the date in this notice does 
not affect EPA's approval. 

This approval pertains only to the 
primary standard, while the compliance 
date in question concerns only 
attainment of the secondary SO, 
NAAQS. 


ACTION: EPAstoday approves the 
redesignation of Muhlenberg County to 
attainment for the primary SO, standard 
as requested by Kentucky on December 
1, 1982. This approval is based on 
compliance certification that the TVA 
Paradise Plant is meeting a 5.2 lbs/ 
MMBTU emission limit. This limit has 
been demonstrated through dispersion 
modeling to be sufficient to protect the 
primary SO, standard. Current available 
ambient data from 1979-1981 supports 
the modeling results. 


Under Section 307(b)(1) of the Act, 
petitions for judicial review of this 
action must be filed in the United States 
Court of Appeals for the appropriate 
circuit by August 23, 1983. This action 
may not be challenged later in 
proceedings to enforce its requirements. 

The Office of Management and Budget 
has exempted this rule from the 


§ 81.318 Kentucky 
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requirements of Section 3 of Executive 
Order 12291. 
List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 81 


Air pollution control, Nationa! parks, 
Wilderness areas. 
(Sec. 107, Clean Air Act, as mended (42 
U.S.C. 7409)) 

Dated: May 16, 1983. 
William D. Ruckelshaus, 
Administrator. 


PART 81—[ AMENDED] 


Part 81 of Chapter I, Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations, is amended as 
follows: 

Subpart C—Section 107 Attainment 
Status Designation 

In § 81.318, the “Kentucky SO.” table 
is amended by removing the notation 
which indicates nonattainment of the 
primary standards in Muhlenberg 
County. As amended, the entry for this 
area reads as follows: 


KENTUCKY SO, 


Does not 











[FR Doc. 83-17043 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


40 CFR Part 271 
([WH-6-FRL 2387-8] 


Hazardous Waste Management 
Programs, Oklahoma; Interim 
Authorization Phase Il, Component C 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

ACTION: Approval of State Hazardous 
Waste Management Program. 


SUMMARY: The State of Oklahoma has 
applied for Interim Authorization, Phase 
II, Component C, to implement a 
permitting program for land disposal 
facilities. EPA has reviewed Oklahoma’s 
application for Phase II, Interim 
Authorization, Component C, and has 
determined that Oklahoma’s hazardous 
waste program is substantially 
equivalent to the Federal program 
covered in Component C. The State of 
Oklahoma is hereby granted Interim 
Authorization for Phase II, Component 
C, to operate the State’s hazardous 
waste program covered by Component C 
in lieu of the Federal program in the 
State of Oklahoma. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: Interim Authorization 
for Phase II, Component C, for 
Oklahoma shall become effective June 
24, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
H. J. Parr, Hazardous Materials Branch, 
Air and Waste Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 1201 
Elm St., Dallas, Texas 75270, Telephone 
(214) 767-2645. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background 


In the May 19, 1980, Federal Register 
(45 FR 33063) the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated 
regulations, pursuant to subtitle C of the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act of 1976, as amended (RCRA), to 
protect human health and the 
environment from the improper 
management of hazardous waste. The 
Act (RCRA) includes provisions 
whereby a State agency may be 
authorized by EPA to administer the 
hazardous waste program in that State 
in lieu of a Federally administered 
program. For a State program to receive 
Final Authorization, its hazardous waste 
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program must be fully equivalent to and 
consistent with the Federal program 
under RCRA. In order to expedite the 
authorization of State programs, RCRA 
allows EPA to grant a State Interim 
Authorization if its program is 
substantially equivalent to the Federal 
program. During Interim Authorization, 
a State can make whatever legislative or 
regulatory changes that may be needed 
for the State’s hazardous waste program 
to become fully equivalent to the 
Federal program. The Interim 
Authorization program is being 
implemented in two phases 
corresponding to the two stages in 
which the underlying Federal program 
takes effect. 

Phase I regulations were published on 
May 19, 1980, and became effective on 
November 19, 1980. The Phase I 
regulations include the identification 
and listing of hazardous wastes, 
standards for generators and 
transporters of hazardous waste, 
standards for owners and operators of 
treatment, storage and disposal 
facilities, and requirements for State 
Programs. The Phase II regulations cover 
the procedures for issuing permits under 
RCRA and the standards that will be 
applied to treatment, storage, and 
disposal facilities in preparing permits. 
In the July 26, 1982, Federal Register (47 
FR 32373), the Environmental Protection 
Agency announced that States could 
apply for Component C of Phase II, 
Interim Authorization. Component C, 
published in the Federal Register July 26, 
1982 (47 FR 32274), contains standards 
for permitting facilities that dispose 
hazardous waste in waste piles, surface 
impoundments, land treatment, and 
landfills. 

The State of Oklahoma received 
Interim Authorization for Phase I on 
January 16, 1981, and Interim 
Authorization for Phase II, Components 
A & B, on December 13, 1982. 


Draft Application 


The State of Oklahoma submitted its 
draft application for Phase II, 
Component C, Interim Authorization, on 
January 3, 1983. After detailed review, 
EPA transmitted comments to the State 
on February 2, 1983, for its 
consideration. 

EPA noted that the proposed State 
rules required the notice accompanying 
a draft permit to state that residents and 
persons doing business in Oklahoma 
may request a meeting (analogous to a 
federal public hearing); however, other 
persons would not be on notice that 
their request for a meeting would be 
entertained. RCRA Section 7004(b) and 
40 CFR 124.11 require that any person 
may request a public hearing on a draft 


permit. Even though the State may have 
the authority to voluntarily grant 
requests for meetings from any person, it 
appeared that the proposed State 
regulations were unacceptable because 
of the limited notice required by the 
proposed regulations. 

This deficiency was corrected when 
the State’s rules were adopted by the 
Oklahoma State Board of Health on 
January 26, 1983. 


Final Application 


On March 9, 1983, Oklahoma 
submitted to EPA an official application 
for Phase II, Component C, Interim 
Authorization, under RCRA. An EPA 
review team consisting of both 
Headquarters and Regional personnel 
made a detailed analysis of Oklahoma’s 
hazardous waste management program. 

EPA comments were forwarded to the 
State on April 19, 1983. No major 
questions were raised in the comments, 
which requested minor additions/ 
clarifications to the application. By 
letter dated May 2, 1983, the State 
responded satisfactorily to the issues 
raised by EPA. 


Public Hearing and Comment Period 


As noticed in the Federal Register on 
March 29, 1983, EPA gave the public 
until May 3, 1983, to comment on the 
State’s application. EPA also issued a 
public notice for a hearing to be held in 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma on May 18, 
1983, if significant public interest was 
expressed. 

EPA received no written or oral 
comments, inquiries, or requests for a 
hearing. 

Decision 

EPA has reviewed Oklahoma’s 
complete application for Interim 
Authorization Phase II, Component C, 
and has determined that the State 
program is substantially equivalent to 
Phase II, Component C, of the Federal 
program as defined in 40 CFR Part 271, 
Subpart F, as amended at 47 FR 32373 
(July 26, 1982). In accordance with 
Section 3006(c) of RCRA and 
implementing regulations, Oklahoma is 
hereby granted Interim Authorization 
for Phase II, Component C, to operate 
the State’s hazardous waste program for 
permitting construction and operation of 
facilities that dispose of hazardous 
waste in lieu of the Federal Program. 
Regulatory Flexibility Act 

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
605(b), I hereby certify that this 
authorization will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. The 
authorization suspends the applicability 


of certain Federal regulations in favor of 
the State program, thereby eliminating 
duplicative requirements for handlers of 
hazardous wastes in the State. It does 
not impose any new burdens on small 
entities. This rule, therefore, does not 
require a regulatory flexibility analysis. 


Executive Order 12291. 


The Office of Management and Budget | 
(OMB) has exempted this rule from the 
requirements of Section 3 of Executive 
Order 12291. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 271 


Hazardous materials, Reporting 
requirements, Waste treatment and 
disposal, Water pollution control, Water 
supply, Intergovernment relations, 
Penalties, Confidential business 
information. 


Authority 


This notice is issued under the 
authority of Secs. 2002(a), 3006, and 
7004(b) of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
as amended by the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, 
as amended, 42 U.S.C. 6912(a), 6926, and 
6974(b). 

Dated: May 19, 1983. 

Dick Whittington, P.E., 
Regional Administrator. 

{FR Doc. 83-17032 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 


44 CFR Part 205 
[Docket No. FEMA-205.66] 


Use of Gifts and Bequests for Disaster 
Assistance 


AGENCY: Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule sets forth FEMA's 
procedures for implementing a disaster 
assistance program using funds 
bequeathed to the Federal government 
by Cora C. Brown of Kansas City, 
Missouri. Mrs. Brown died in 1977, 
leaving a portion of her estate to the 
United States to be used as special fund 
solely for the relief of human suffering 
caused by natural disasters or other 
disasters not caused by or attributable 
to war. A special fund, known as the 
Cora Brown Fund, has been established 
in accordance with Pub. L. 96-446 (94 
Stat. 1893; October 13, 1980), thus 
fulfilling Mrs. Brown's will. 

FEMA intends to use the funds, and 
any others that may be bequeathed 
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under authority of Pub. L. 96-446, in the 
manner and under the conditions 
described below. FEMA will invest and 
reinvest excess money in the fund 
according to the provisions of Pub. L. 
96-446. 

FEMA published an interim rule, with 
a request for comments, on December 
23, 1982. Only one comment was 
received. FEMA responded directly to 
that commenter, and made one change 
to the rule as a result. In paragraph b., 
the phrase “and credit from private 
sources if the disaster loan agency 
requires a ‘credit elsewhere test’ ” has 
been deleted. The deletion will allow 
FEMA the flexibility to award funds to a 
disaster victim without requiring (or 
meaning to imply) that he/she borrow 
money from a commercial source ° 
instead of receiving money from the 
Cora Brown Fund. 


DATE: These regulations are effective on 
June 24, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Agnes C. Mravcak, Individual 
Assistance Division, Office of Disaster 
Assistance Programs, State and Local 
Programs and Support, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C 
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20472, 202- 
287-0555. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Environmental Considerations. 


This rule deals with administrative 
actions and is categorically excluded 
from the requirements for environmental 
assessment under 44 CFR Part 10. 


Executive Order 12291, “Federal 
Regulations”. 


This rule is not a “major rule” within 
the context of Executive Order 12291 for 
the following reasons: (a) It will not 
have an annual effect on the economy of 
$100 million or more; (b) it will not result 
in a major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; and (c) 
it will not have a significant adverse 
effect on competition, employment, 
investment, productivity, innovation, or 
on the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 

The rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on small entities, 
within the meaning of 4 U.S.C. 605 (the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act), in that it 
pertains only to disaster assistance for 
individuals. Therefore, no regulatory 
flexibility analysis will be prepared. 
This rule does not involve any 
information collection. 


Authority 


This rule is issued under authority of 
Section 601 of the Disaster Relief Act of 
1974 (Pub. L. 93-288), as amended by 
Pub. L. 96-446, and Executive Order 
12381. 


Content of the Rule 


The rule states the purposes for 
awarding funds from the “Cora Brown 
Fund”, conditions for use of the fund, 
and administrative procedures for 
awards. 


List of Subjects in 44 CFR Part 205 


Community facilities, Disaster 
assistance, Grant programs, Housing 
and community development. 


PART 205—FEDERAL DISASTER 
ASSISTANCE (PUB. L. 93-288) 


Accordingly, new § 205.60, is added to 
Subpart D of 44 CFR Part 205, as 
follows: 


§ 205.60 Use of gifts and bequests for 
disaster assistance purposes. 

(a) Introduction. By publishing this 
regulation, FEMA gives notice of the 
establishment of a special disaster 
assistance fund made possible by a 
bequest of funds from the late Cora C. 
Brown of Kansas City, Missouri, who 
left a portion of her estate to the United 
States for helping victims of natural 
disasters and other disasters not caused 
by or attributable to war. FEMA intends 
to use the funds, and any others that 
may be bequeathed under this authority, 
in the manner and under the conditions 
described below. 

(b) Purposes for awarding funds. 
Money from the Cora Brown Fund may 
only be used to provide for disaster- 
related needs that have not been or will 
not be met by governmental agencies or 
any other organizations which have 
programs to address such needs; 
however, the fund is not intended to 
replace or supersede these programs. 
For example, if assistance is available 
from another source, including the 
Individual and Family Grant program 
and government-sponsored disaster loan 
assistance, then money from the Cora 
Brown Fund will not be available to the 
applicant for the same purpose. Listed 
below are the general categories of 
assistance which can be provided by the 
Cora Brown Fund: 

(1) Disaster-related home repair and 
rebuilding assistance to families for 
permanent housing purposes, including 
site acquisition and development, 
relocation of residences out of 
hazardous areas, assistance with costs 
associated with temporary housing or 
permanent rehousing (e.g., utility 


deposits, access, transportation, 
connection of utilities, etc.); 

(2) Disaster-related unmet needs of 
families who are unable to obtain 
adequate assistance under the Disaster 
Relief Act, or from other sources. Such 
assistance may include but is not limited 
to: health and safety measures; 
evacuation costs; assistance delineated 
in the Disaster Relief Act or other 
Federal, State, local, or volunteer 
programs; hazard mitigation or 
floodplain management purposes; and 
assistance to self-employed persons 
(with no employees) to reestablish their 
businesses; and 

(3) Other services which alleviate 
human suffering and promote the well- 
being of disaster victims. For example, 
services to the elderly, to children, or to 
handicapped persons, such as 
handyman or chore services, 
transportation, recreational programs, 
provision of special ramps, or hospital 
or home-visiting services. The funds 
may be provided to individual disaster 
victims, or to benefit a group of disaster 
victims. 

(c) Conditions for use of the Cora 
Brown Fund. (1) The Cora Brown Fund 
is available only when the President 
declares that a major disaster or 
emergency exists under the Disaster 
Relief Act, only in areas designated as 
eligible for Federal disaster assistance 
through notice in the Federal Register, 
and only at the discretion of the 
Assistant Associate Director, Office of 
Disaster Assistance Programs, FEMA. 
The fund is limited to the initial 
endowment plus accrued interest, and 
this assistance program will cease when 
the fund is used up. 

(2) a disaster victim normally will 
receive no more than $2,000 from this 
fund in any one declared disaster unless 
the Assistant Associate Director 
determines that a larger amount is in the 
best interest of the disaster victim and 
the Federal Government. Funds to 
provide service which benefit a group 
may be awarded in an amount 
determined by the Assistant Associate 
Director, based on the Regional 
Director's recommendation. 

(3) The fund may not be used in a way 
that is inconsistent with other Federally 
mandated disaster assistance or 
insurance programs, or to modify other 
generally applicable requirements. 

(4) Funds awarded to a disaster victim 
may be provided by FEMA jointly to the 
disaster victim and to a State or local 
agency, or volunteer organization, to 
enable such an agent to assist in 
providing the approved assistance to an 
applicant. Example: Repair funds may 
be provided jointly to an applicant and 





the Mennonite Disaster Service, who 
will coordinate the purchase of supplies 
and provide the labor. 

(5) Money from this fund will not 
duplicate assistance for which a person 
is eligible from other sources. 

(6) In order to comply with the Flood 
Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (Pub. L. 
93-234), as amended, any award for 
acquisition or construction purposes 
shall carry a requirement that any 
adequate flood insurance policy be 
purchased and maintained. The 
Assistant Associate Director shall 
determine what is adequate based on 
the purpose of the award. 

(7) The fund shall be administered in 
an equitable and impartial manner 
without discrimination on the grounds of 
race, color, religion, national origin, sex, 
age, or economic status. 

{8) Funds awarded to a disaster victim 
from this fund may be combined with 
funds from other sources. 

(d) Administrative procedures. (1) The 
Assistant Associate Director, Office of 
Disaster Assistance Programs, shall be 
responsible for awarding funds and 
authorizing disbursement. 

(2) The Comptroller of FEMA shall be 
responsible for fund accountability and 
in coordination with the Assistant 
Associate Director, for liaison with the 
Department of the Treasury concerning 
the investment of excess money in the 
fund pursuant to the provisions of Pub. 
L. 96-446. 

(3) Each FEMA Regional Director may 
submit requests to the Assistant 
Associate Director on a disaster victim's 
behalf by providing documentation 
which consists of the disaster victims 
needs and supporting documentation, 
including a verification of the disaster 
victim’s claim, a record of other 
assistance which has been or will be 
available for the same purpose, and his/ 
her recommendation as to the items and 
the amount. The Assistant Associate 
Director shall review the facts and make 
a determination, If the award amount is 
below $2,000, the Assistant Associate 
Director may appoint a designee to have 
approval authority; approval authority 
of $2,000 or above shall be retained by 
the Assistant Associate Director. The 
Assistant Associate Director shall notify 
the Comptroller of a decision for 
approval, and the Comptroller shall 
order a check to be sent to the disaster 
victim (or jointly to the disaster victim 
and an assistance organization), through 
the Regional Director. The Assistant 
Associate Director shall also notify the 
Regional Director of the decision, 
whether for approval or disapproval. 
The Regional Director shall notify the 
disaster victim in writing, and identify 


any award as assistance from the Cora 
Brown Fund. 

(4) If the award is to be for a service 
to a group of disaster victim's, the 
Regional Director shall submit his/her 
recommendation and supporting 
documentation to the Assistant 
Associate Director (or his/her designee 
if the award is below $2,000), who shall 
review the information and make a 
determination. In cases of approval, the 
Assistant Associate Director shall 
request the Comptroller to send a check 
to the intended recipient or provider, as 
appropriate. The Assistant Associate 
Director shall notify the Regional 
Director of the decision. The Regional 
Director shall notify a representative of 
the group in writing. 

(5) The disaster victim may appeal the 
Assistant Associate Director's (or his/ 
her designee’s) decision by submitting a 
written statement to the Associate 
Director, State and Local Programs and 
Support, through the Regional Director. 
The appeal letter must be dated no less 
than 15 days after the date of the 
notification letter sent to the disaster 
victim by the Regional Director. The 
Regional Director shall forward the 
appeal letter, along with any additional 
information relevant to the appeal, to 
the Associate Director within 15 days of 
the receipt of the appeal in the Regional 
office. The Associate Director will 
consider the additional information from 
both sources, and shall make a decision 
promptly. If the decision is for approval, 
the check procedures in (3) above shall 
be followed. If the decision is to deny 
the appeal, the Associate Director shall 
notify the disaster victim in writing, 
through the Regional Director. 

(6) The Comptroller shall process 
requests for checks, shall keep records 
of disbursement and balance in the 
account, and shall provide the Assistant 
Associate Director with quarterly 
reports. 

(e) Audits. The Inspector General of 
FEMA shall audit the use of money in 
this account to determine whether the 
funds are being administered according 
to these regulations and whether the 
financial management of the account is 
adequate. The Inspector General shall 
provide his/her findings to the 
Associate Director, State and Local 
Programs and Support, for information, 
comment, and appropriate action. A 
copy shall be provided to the 
Comptroller for the same purpose. 

(f) Effective date. Assistance will be 
made available as of June 24, 1983 in 
connection with any declared major 
disaster or emergency. 
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Dated: June 17, 1983. 
Jefirey S. Bragg, 
Executive Deputy Director. 
[FR Doc. 83-17036 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6718-01-M 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


49 CFR Part 1033 


[Amdt. No. 2 to Thirteenth Revised Service 
Order No. 1474] 


Various Railroads Authorized To Use 
Tracks and/or Facilities of Chicago, 
Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific 
Railroad Company, Debtor (Richard B. 
Oglivie, Trustee) 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


ACTION: Amendment No. 2 to Thirteenth 
Revised Service Order No. 1474. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 122 of the 
Rock Island Railroad Transition and 
Employee Assistance Act, Public Law 
96-254, this order authorizes various 
railroads to provide interim service over 
the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and 
Pacific Railroad Company, Debtor 
(Richard B. Ogilvie), Trustee, and to use 
such tracks and facilities as are 
necessary for operations. This order 
permits carriers to continue to provide 
service to shippers which would 
otherwise be deprived of essential rail 
transportation. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: 11:59 p.m, June 30, 1983, 
and continuing in effect until 11:59 p.m., 
September 30, 1983, unless otherwise 
modified, amended or vacated by order 
of this Commission. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

M. F. Clemens, Jr., (202) 275-7840 or 275- 
1559. 


Decided: June 20, 1983. 
List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 1033 


Railroads. 


Upon further consideration of 
Thirteenth Revised Service Order No. 
1474 (48 F.R. 6989 and 13047), and good 
cause appearing therefor: 

It is ordered, 


§ 1033.1474 Service Order No. 1474 


Various Railroads Authorized To Use 
Tracks and/or Facilities of the Chicago, 
Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific 
Railroad Company, Debtor (Richard B. 
Ogilvie, Trustee) 


Thirteenth Revised Service Order No. 
1474 is amended by substituting the 
following paragraph (n) for paragraph 
(n) thereof: 
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(n) Expiration date. The provisions of This amendment shall be served upon Washington, D.C., and by filing a copy 
this order are extended for an additional the Association of American Railroads, with the Director, Office of the Federal 
ninety (90) days, and shall expire at Transportation Division, as agent of the _ Register. 

11:59 p.m., September 30, 1983, unless railroads subscribing to the car service By the Commission, Railroad Service 
otherwise modified, amended or and car hire agreement under the terms Board, members J. Warren McFarland, 
vacated by order of this Commission. of that agreement and upon the Bernard Gaillard, and John H. O'Brien. 

Effective date. This amendment shall American Short Line Railroad ; 
become effective at 11:59 p.m., June 30, Association. Notice of this amendment Agatha L. Mergenovich, 

1983. shall be given to the general public by Secretary. 

This action is taken under authority of depositing a copy in the Office of the [FR Doc. 83~17086 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
49 U.S.C. 10304-10305 and Section 122, Secretary of the Commission at BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 
Public Law 96-254. 





Proposed Rules 


Federal Register 
Vol. 48, No. 123 


Friday, June 24, 1983 





This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices to the public of the 
proposed issuance of rules and 
regulations. The purpose of these notices 
is to give interested persons an 
opportunity to participate in the rule 
making prior to the adoption of the final 
rules. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
7 CFR Part 430 

[Amdt. 3] 


Sugar Beet Crop insurance 
Regulations 


AGENCY: Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation, USDA. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: The Federal Crop Insurance 


Corporation (FCIC) proposes to amend 
the Sugar Beet Crop Insurance 
Regulations (7 CFR Part 430), effective 
for the 1984 and succeeding crop years n 
all states except California and Arizona 
where it will be effective for the 1985 
and succeeding crop years, by (1) 
changing the policy to make it easier to 
read, (2) eliminating the substitute crop 
provision, (3) providing that sugar beets 
are to be insurable the year following 
sugar beets in certain states when 
designated by the actuarial table, (4) 
adding a provision permitting the 
determination of indemnities based on 
the acreage report in lieu of at loss 
adjustment time, (5) adding a provision 
to provide a coverage level if the insured 
does not select one, (6) adding a 
replanting payment provision, (7) adding 
a 60-day claim for indemnity provision, 
(8) adding a provision regarding 
appraisals following the end of the 
insurance period for unharvested 
acreage, (9) adding a hail/fire provision 
for appraisals on uninsured causes, (10) 
providing that all uninsured appraisals 
count, (11) changing the cancellation/ 
termination dates to conform with 
farming practices, (12) providing that 
any change in the policy will be 
available in the service office by a 
certain date, (13) adding a definition for 
“service office,” (14) providing for unit 
determination when the acreage report 
is filed, and (15) adding a section on 
“descriptive headings.” The intended 
effect of this rule is to update the policy 
for insuring sugar beets. 


DATE: Written comments on this 
proposed rule must be submitted not 
later than August 23, 1983, to be sure of 
consideration. 

ADDRESS: Written comments on this 
proposed rule should be sent to the 
Office of the Manager, Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Peter F. Cole, Secretary, Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Washington, D.C., 20250, 
telephone (202) 447-3325. 

The Impact Statement describing the 
options considered in developing this 
rule and the impact of implementing 
each option is available upon request 
from Peter F. Cole. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
action has been reviewed under USDA 
procedures established in Secretary's 
Memorandum No. 1512-1 (June 11, 1981). 
This action constitutes a review under 
such procedures as to the need, 
currency, clarity, and effectiveness of 
these regulations. The sunset review 
date established for these regulations is 
April 1, 1988. 

Merritt W. Sprague, Manager, FCIC, 
has determined that (1) this action is not 
a major rule as defined by Executive 
Order No. 12291 (February 17, 1981), (2) 
this action will not increase the Federal 
paperwork burden for individuals, small 
businesses, and other persons, and (3) 
this action conforms to the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 
1501 et seg.) and other applicable law. 

The title and number of the Federal 
Assistance Program to which these 
regulations apply are: Title—Crop 
Insurance: Number 10.450. 

This action will not have a significant 
impact specifically upon area and 
community development; therefore, 
review as established by Executive 
Order No. 12372 (July 14, 1982) was not 
used to assure that units of local 
government are informed of this action. 

It has been determined that this action 
is exempt from the provisions of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act; therefore, no 
Regulatory Impact Statement was 
prepared. 

All written comments made pursuant 
to this rule will be available for public 
inspection in the Office of the Manager, 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C., 20250, during regular 
business hours, Monday through Friday. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 430 
Crop insurance, Sugar beet. 
Proposed Rule 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
contained in the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), 
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
proposes to amend the Sugar Beet Crop 
Insurance Regulations, effective for the 
1984 and succeeding crop years, in the 
following instances: 


PART 430—[ AMENDED] 


1. The Authority citation for 7 CFR 
Part 430 is: 


Authority: Secs. 506, 516, Pub. L. 75-430, 52 
Stat. 73, 77 as amended (1506, 1516). 


2. 7 CFR 430.7 is amended by revising 
the Sugar Beet Crop Insurance Policy in 
paragraph (d) to read as follows: 


Sugar Beet Crop Insurance Policy 


[This is a continous contract. Refer to Section 
15.] 


Agreement to insure: We shall provide the 
insurance described in this policy in return 
for the premium and your compliance with all 
applicable provisions. 

- Throughout this policy “you” and “your” 
refer to the insured shown on the accepted 
Application and “we,” “us” and “our” refer to 
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation. 


Terms and Conditions 


1. Causes of loss. 

a. The insurance provided is against 
unavoidable loss of production resulting from 
the following causes occurring within the 
insurance period: (1) Adverse weather 
conditions; (2) fire; (3) insects; (4) plant 
disease; (5) wildlife; (6) earthquake; or (7) 
volcanic eruption unless those causes are 
excepted, excluded, or limited by the 
actuarial table or section 9f{(7). 

b. We shall not insure against any cause of 
loss or production due to: 

(1) The neglect or malfeasance of you, any 
member of your household, your tenants or 
employees; 

(2) The failure to follow recognized good 
sugar beet farming practices; 

(3) Damage resulting from the 
impoundment of water by any governmental, 
public or private dam or reservoir project; or 

(4) Any cause not specified in section 1a as 
an insured loss. 

2. Crop, acreage, and share insured. 

a. The crop insured shall be sugar beets: 

(1) Which are grown under a contract with 
a processor for processing as sugar; 

(2) Which are grown on insured acreage; 
and 

(3) For which a guaranatee and premium 
rate are provided by the actuarial table. 
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b. The acreage insured for each crop year 
shall be sugar beets planted on insurable 
acreage as designated by the actuarial table 
and in which you have a share, as reported 
by you or as determined by us, whichever we 
shall elect. 

c. The insured share shall be your share as 
landlord, owner-operator, or tenant in the 
insured sugar beets at the time of planting. 

d. We do not insure any acreage: 

(1) Where the farming practices carried out 
are not in accordance with the farming 
practices for which the premium rates have 
been established; 

(2) Which is irrigated and an irrigated 
practice is not provided for in the actuarial 
table unless you elect to insure the acreage as 
nonirrigated by reporting it as insurable 
under section 3; 

(3) Which is destroyed and we determine it 
is practical to replant to sugar beets and such 
acreage was not replanted; 

(4) Initially planted after the final planting 
date contained in the actuarial table, unless 
you agree to coverage reduction on our form. 

(5) Excluded from the processor contract 
for, or during, the crop year; 

(6) Planted to a type or variety of sugar 
beets not established as adapted to the area 
or excluded by the actuarial table; 

(7) Planted to sugar beets: 

(a) The preceding crop year in Michigan, 
Minnesota, North Dakota and Ohio unless 
otherwise designated by the actuarial table; 
or 

(b) The two preceding crop years in all 
other states unless otherwise designated by 
the actuarial table; 

(8) in California, except Imperial county, 
planted before filing of the application until a 
normal stand is obtained, as determined by 
us; 

(9) of volunteer sugar beets; or 

(10) planted with a crop other than sugar 
beets. 

e. Where insurance is provide for an 
irrigated practice: 

(1) You shall report as irrigated only the 
acreage for which you have adequate 
facilities and water to carry out a good sugar 
beet irrigation practice at the time of 
planting; and 

(2) any loss of production caused by failure 
to carry out a good sugar beet irrigation 
practice, except failure of the water supply 
from an unavoidable cause occuring after the 
beginning of planting, shall be considered as 
due to an uninsured cause. The failure or 
breakdown of irrigation equipment or 
facilities shall not be considered as a failure 
of the water supply from an unavoidable 
cause. 

f. Acreage which is planted for the 
development or production of hybrid seed or 
for experimental purposes is not insured 
unless we agree in writing to insure such 
acreage. 

g. We may limit the insured acreage to any 
acreage limitation established under any Act 
of Congress, if we advise you of the limit 
prior to planting. 

3. Report of acreage, share, and practice. 

You shall report on our form: 

a. All the acreage of sugar beets in the 
county in which you have a share; 

b. The practice; and 


c. Your share at the time of planting. 

You shall designate separately any acreage 
that is not insurable. You shall report if you 
do not have a share in any sugar beets 
planted in the county. This report shall be 
submitted annually on or before the reporting 
date established by the actuarial table. We 
may determine all indemnities on the basis of 
information you have submitted on this 
report. If you do not submit this report by the 
reporting date, we may elect to determine by 
unit the insured acreage, share, and practice 
or we may deny liability on any unit. Any 
report submitted by you may be revised only 
upon our approval. 

4. Production guarantees, coverage levels, 
and prices for computing indemnities. 

a. The production guarantees, coverage 
levels, and prices for computing indemnities 
shall be contained in the actuarial table. 

b. The production guarantees per acre shall 
be as follows: 

(1) First Stage applies from planting until 
July 1 except in California and Arizona where 
it is from planting until the earlier of thinning 
or 90 days after planting. The first stage shall 
also apply to any acreage we determine was 
damaged in the first stage to the extent that 


28995 


growers in the area generally would not 
further care for the sugar beets. 

(2) Second Stage applies from the end of 
the first stage until at least 15 percent of the 
production guarantee per-.acre has been 
harvested. 

(3) Third Stage applies from after harvest 
of at least 15 percent of the production 
guarantee per acre. 


The production guarantee applicable to any 
acreage within a unit shall be that establised 
for the stage reached by the crop on such 
acreage, as determined by us. 

c. If you have not elected a coverage level, 
you shall have coverage level 2. 

d. You may change the coverage level and 
price election on or before the closing date 
for submitting applications for the crop year 
as established by the actuarial table. 

5. Annual premium. 

a. The annual premium is earned and 
payable at the time of planting. The amount 
is computed by multiplying the production 
guarantee times the price election, times the 
premium rate, times the insured acreage, 
times your share at the time of planting, times 
the applicable premium adjustment 
percentage contained in the following table. 


PREMIUM ADJUSTMENT TABLE 
{Percent adjustments for favorable continuous insurance experience) 


ee ae 


PREMIUM ADJUSTMENT TABLE # 
[Percent adjustments for unfavorable continuous insurance experience] 


Numbers of loss years through previous year * 
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the years during which premiums were earned shail be considered. 
on 
to determine the number of “Loss Years”. (A crop year is determined to 
the premium for the year.) 


b. Interest shall accrue at the rate of one 
and one-half percent (14%) simple interest 
per calendar month, or any part thereof, on 
any unpaid premium balance starting on the 
first day of the month following the first 
premium billing date. 

c. Any premium adjustment applicable to 
the contract shall be transferred to: 

(1) The contract of your estate or surviving 
spouse in case of your death; 


(2) The contract of the person who 
succeeds you if such person had previously 
participated in the farming operation; or 

(3) Your contract if you stop farming in one 
county and start farming in another county. 

d. If participation is not continuous, any 
premium shall be computed on the basis of 
previous unfavorable insurance experience 
but no premium reduction under section 5a 
shall be applicable. 





6. Deductions for debt. Any unpaid amount 
due us may be deducted from any indemnity 
payable to you or from any loan or payment 
due you under any Act of Congress or 
program administered by the United States 
Department of Agriculture or its Agencies. 

7. Insurance period. 

a. Insurance attaches when the sugar beets 
are planted and ends at the earliest of: 

(1) Total destruction of the sugar beets; 

(2) Harvest of the unit; 

(3) Final adjustment of a loss; or 

(4) The following dates in which the sugar 
beets are normally harvested: 

(a) July 15 for Arizona and Imperial 
County, California; 

(b) The last day of the 12th calendar month 
after the date of planting on the unit in all 
other California counties, unless a request for 
extension of insurance period is received by 
us before such date and we approve the 
request; 

(c) November 25 in Ohio; and 

(d) November 15 in all other states. 

8. Notice of damage or loss. 

a. In case of damage or probable loss: 

(1) You must give us written notice if: 

(a) You want our consent to replant sugar 
beets damaged due to any insured cause. (To 
qualify for a replanting payment, the acreage 
replanted shall be at least the lesser of 10 
acres or 10 percent of the insured acreage on 
the unit.); 

(b) During the period before harvest, the 
sugar beets on any unit are damaged and you 
decide not to further care for or harvest any 
part of them; : 

(c) You want our consent to put the acreage 
to another use; or 

(d) After consent to put acreage to another 
use is given, additional damage occurs. 

Insured acreage may not be put to another 
use until we have appraised the sugar beets 
and given written consent. We shall not 
consent to another use until it is too late to 
replant. You must notify usewhen such 
acreage is put to another use. 

(2) You must give us notice at least 15 days 
before the beginning of harvest if you 
anticipate a loss on any unit. 

(3) If probable loss is later determined, 
immediate notice shall be given and a 
representative sample of the unharvested 
sugar beets (at least 10 feet wide and the 
entire length of the field) shall be left intact 
for a period of 15 days from the date of 
notice, unless we give you written consent to 
harvest the sample. 

(4) In addition to the notices required by 
this section, if you are going to claim an 
indemnity on any unit, we must be given 
— not later than 30 days after the earliest 
of: 

(a) total destruction of the sugar beets on 
the unit; 

(b) harvest of the unit; or 

(c) the calendar date for the end of the 
insurance period. 

b. You may not destroy or replant any of 
the sugar beets on which a replanting 
payment will be claimed until we give 
consent. 

c. You must obtain written consent from us 
before you destroy any of the sugar beets 
which are not to be harvested. 


d. We may reject any claim for indemnity if 
any of the requirements of this section or 
section 9 are not complied with. 

9. Claim for indemnity. 

a. Any claim for indemnity on a unit shall 
be submitted to us on our form not later than 
60 days after the earliest of: 

(1) Total destruction of the sugar beets on 
the unit; 

(2) harvest of the unit; or 

(3) the calendar date for the end of the 
insurance period. 

b. We shall not pay any indemnity unless 


you: 

(1) Establish the total production of sugar 
beets on the unit and that any loss of 
production has been directly caused by one 
or more of the insured causes during the 
insurance period; and 

(2) furnish all information we require 
concerning the loss. 7 

c. The indemnity shall be determined on 
each unit by: 

(1) multiplying the insured acreage by the 
production guarantee; 

(2) subtracting therefrom the total 
production of sugar beets to be counted (see 
section 9f); 

(3) multiplying the remainder by the price 
election; and 

(4) multiplying this result by your share. 

d. If the information reported by you results 
in a lower premium than the actual premium 
determined to be due, the indemnity shall be 
reduced proportionately. 

e. The indemnity shall be reduced by the 
amount of any replanting payment. 

f. The total production to be counted for a 
unit shall include all harvested and appraised 
production. 

(1) Any harvested production of sugar 
beets shall be adjusted by: 

(a) dividing the average percentage of 
sugar in such sugar beets, by the percentage 
of sugar shown in the actuarial table; and 

(b) multiplying the results (round to three 
places) by the tons of such sugar beets. 

The average percentage of sugar shall be 
determined by the processor from individual 
test taken at the time of delivery. If individual 
tests of sugar content are not made at the 
time of delivery the factor shall be 1.000. 

(2) Any harvested sugar beets which are 
not acceptable under the contract with a 
processor due to insurable causes shall be 
adjusted by: 

(a) Dividing the value of such sugar beets, 
as determined by us, by the value of 
undamaged sugar beets containing the 
percentage of sugar shown in the actuarial 
table; and 

(b) multiplying the results by the number of 
tons of such sugar beets. 

(3) Appraised production to be counted 
shall include: 

(a) unharvested production on harvested 
acreage and potential production lost due to 
uninsured causes and failure to follow 
recognized good sugar beet farming practices; 

(b) not less than the guarantee for any 
acreage which is abandoned or put to another 
use without our prior written consent or 
damaged solely by an uninsured cause. 

(4) There shall be no adjustment for quality 
on any appraisal. For acreage which does not 
qualify for the third stage guarantee, any 
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amount of appraised and harvested 
production in excess of the difference 
between the third stage guarantee and the 
guarantee applicable to such acreage shall be 
counted. However any appraised production 
lost due to uninsured causes shall be counted 
in its entirety and not reduced by the 
difference between stage guarantees. 

(5) Any appraisal we have made on insured 
acreage for which we have given written 
consent to be put to another use shall be 
considered production unless such acreage: 

(a) Is not put to another use before harvest 
of sugar beets becomes general in the county; 

(b) Is harvested; or 

(c) Is further damaged by an insured cause 
before the acreage is put to another use. 

(6) We may determine the amount of 
production of any unharvested sugar beets on 
the basis of field appraisals conducted after 
the end of the insurance period. 

(7) When you have elected to exclude hail 
and fire as insured causes of loss and the 
sugar beets are damaged by hail or fire, 
appraisals for uninsured causes shall be 
made in accordance with Form FCI-78, 
“Request to Exclude Hail and Fire”. 

(8) The commingled production of units 
shall be allocated to such units in proportion 
to the liability on the harvested acreage of 
each unit. 

g. A replanting payment may be made on 
any insured sugar beets replanted after we 
have given consent and the acreage replanted 
is at least the lesser of 10 acres or 10 percent 
of the insured acreage for the unit. 

(1) No replanting payment will be made on 
acreage: 

(a) On which our appraisal exceeds 90 
percent of the guarantee; 

(b) Initially planted prior to the date we 
determine reasonable; or 

(c) On which a replanting payment has 
been made during the current crop year. 

(2) The replanting payment per acre will be 
your actual cost per acre for replanting, but 
shall not exceed 1 ton multiplied by the price 
election times your share. 

If the information reported by you results 
in a lower premium than the actual premium 
determined to be due, the replanting payment 
will be reduced proportionately. 

Any replanting payment will be considered 
as an indemnity. 

h. You shall not abandon any acreage to us. 

i. You may not bring suit or action against 
us unless you have complied with all policy 
provisions. If a claim is denied, you may sue 
us in the United States District Court under 
the provisions of 7 U.S.C. 1508(c). You must 
bring suit within 12 months of the date notice 
of denial is mailed to and received by you. 

j. We shall pay the loss within 30 days 
after we reach agreement with you or entry of 
a final judgment. In no event shall we be 
liable for interest or damages in connection 
with any claim for indemnity, whether we 
approve or disapprove such claim. 

k. If you die, disappear, or are judicially 
declared incompetent, or if you are an entity 
other than an individual and such entity is 
dissolved after the sugar beets are planted 
for any crop year, any indemnity shall be 
paid to the person(s) we determine to be 
beneficially entitled thereto. 
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1. If you have other fire insurance and fire 
damage occurs during the insurance period, 
and you have not elected to exclude fire 
insurance from this policy, we shall be liable 
for loss due to fire only for the smaller of: 

(1) The amount of indemnity determined 
pursuant to this contract without regard to 
any other insurance; or 

(2) The amount determined by us by which 
the loss from fire exceeds the indemnity paid 
or payable under such other insurance. For 
the purposes of this section, the amount of 
loss from fire shall be the difference between 
the fair market value of the production on the 
unit before the fire and after the fire, as 
determined by us. 

10. Concealment of fraud. 

We may void the contract on all crops 
insured without affecting your liability for 
premiums or waiving any right, including the 
right to collect any amount due us if, at any 
time, you have concealed or misrepresented 
any material fact or committed any fraud 
relating to the contract, and such voidance 
shall be effective as of the beginning of the 
crop year with respect to which such act or 
omission occurred. 

11. Transfer of right to indemnity on 
insured share. 

If you transfer any part of your share 
during the crop year, you may transfer your 
right to an indemnity. This transfer must be 
made on our form and approved by us. We 
may collect the premium from either you or 
your transferee or both. The transferee shall 
have all rights and responsibilities under the 
contract. 

12. Assignment of indemnity. 

You may assign to another party your right 
to an indemnity for the crop year on our 
prescribed form and with our approval. The 
assignee shall have the right to submit the 
loss notices and forms required by the 
contract. 

13. Subrogation. (Recovery of loss from a 
third party.) 

Because you may be able to recover all or a 
part of your loss from someone other than us, 
you must do all you can to preserve any such 
rights. If we pay you for your loss then your 
right of recovery shall at our option belong to 
us. If we recover more than we paid you plus 
our expenses, the excess shall be paid to you. 

14. Records and access to farm. 

You shall keep, for two years after the time 
of loss, records of the harvesting, storage, 
shipments, sale or other disposition of all 
sugar beets produced on each unit including 
separate records showing the same 
information for production from any 
uninsured acreage. Any persons designated 
by us shall have access to such records and 
the farm for purposes related to the contract. 

15. Life of contract: Cancellation and 
termination. 

a. This contract shall be in effect for the 
crop year specified on the application and 
may not be canceled for such crop year. 
Thereafter, the contract shall continue in 
force for each succeeding crop year unless 
canceled or terminated as provided in this 
section. 

b. This contract may be canceled by either 
you or us for any succeeding crop year by 


giving written notice on or before the 
cancellation date preceding such crop year. 

c. This contract shall terminate as to any 
crop year if any amount due us on this or any 
other contract with you is not paid on or 
before the termination date preceding such 
crop year for the contract on which the 
amount is due. The date of payment of the 
amount due: 

(1) If deducted from an indemnity claim 
shall be the date you sign the claim; or 

(2) If deducted from payment under another 
program adminstered by the United States 
Department of Agriculture shall be the date 
such payment was approved. 

d. The cancellation and termination dates 
are: 


State and county 


e. If you die or are judicially declared 
incompetent, or if you are an entity other 
than an individual and such entity is 
dissovled, the contract shall terminate as of 
the date of death, judicial declaration, or 
dissolution. However, if such event occurs 
after insurance attaches for any crop year, 
the contract shall continue in force through 


- the crop year and terminate at the end 


thereof. Death of a partner in a partnership 
shall dissolve the partnership unless the 
partnership agreement provides otherwise. If 
two or more persons having a joint interest 
are insured jointly, death of one of the 
persons shal) dissolve the joint entity. 

f. The contract shall terminate if no 
premium is earned for five consecutive years. 

16. Contract changes. 

We may change any terms and provisions 
of the contract from year to year. If your price 
election at which indemnities are computed 
is no longer offered, the acturial table shall 
provide the price election which you shall be 
deemed to have elected. All contract changes 
shall be available at your service office by 
December 31 for counties with an April 15 
cancellation date and by May 31 for all other 
counties. Acceptance of any changes shall be 
conclusively presumed in the absence of any 
notice from you to cancel the contract. 

17. Meaning of terms. 

For the purposes of sugar beet crop- 
insurance: 

a. “Actuarial table” means the forms and 
related material for the crop year approved 
by us which are available for public 
inspection in your service office, and which 
show the production guarantees, coverage 
levels, premium rates, prices for computing 
indemnities, practices where applicable, 
insurable and uninsurable acreage, and 
related information regarding sugar beet 
insurance in the county. 

b. “County” means the county shown on 
the application and any additional land 
located in a local producing area bordering 
on the county, as shown by the actuarial 
table. 

c. “Crop year” means the period within 


\ 


28997 


which the sugar beets are normally grown 
and shall be designated by the calendar year 
in which the sugar beets are normally 
harvested. 

d. “Harvest” means the lifting and topping 
of the sugar beets for delivery to a processor. 

e. “Insurable acreage” means the land 
classified as insurable by us and shown as 
such by the actuarial table. 

f. “Insured” means the person who 
submitted the application accepted by us. 

g. “Person” means an individual, 
partnership, association, corporation, estate. 
trust, or other business enterprise or legal 
entity, and wherever applicable, a State, a 
political subdivision of a State, or any agency 
thereof. 

h. “Replanting” means performing the 
cultural practice necessary to replant insured 
acreage to sugar beets. 

i. “Service office” means the office 
servicing your contract as shown on the 
application for insurance or such other 
approved office as may be selected by you or 
designated by us. 

j. “Tenant” means a person who rents land 
from another person for a share of the sugar 
beets or a share of the proceeds therefrom. 

k. “Unit” means all insurable acreage of 
sugar beets in the county on the date of 
planting for the crop year: 

(1) In which you have a 100 percent share; 
or 

(2) which is owned by one entity and 
operated by another entity on a share basis. 

Land rented for cash, a fixed commodity 
payment, or any consideration other than a 
share in the sugar beets on such land shall be 
considered as owned by the lessee. Land 
which would otherwise be one unit may be 
divided according to applicable guidelines on 
file in your service office or by written 
agreement between us and you. We shall 
determine units as herein defined when the 
acreage is reported. Errors in reporting such 
units may be corrected by us to conform to 
applicable guidelines when adjusting a loss 
and we may consider any acreage and share 
of or reported by or for your spouse or child 
or any member of your household to be your 
bona fide share or the bona fide share of any 
other person having an interest therein. 

18. Descriptive headings. 

The descriptive headings of the various 
policy terms and conditions are formulated 
for convenience only and are not intended to 
affect the construction or meaning of any of 
the provisions of the contract. 

19. Information collection requirements. 

Information collection requirements 
contained in these regulations (7 CFR Part 
430) have been approved by the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) under the 
provisions of 44 U.S.C. Chapter 35 and have 
been assigned OMB Nos. 0563-0003 and 
0563-0007. 

Approved by the Board of Directors on 
April 26, 1983. 





Peter F. Cole, 
Secretary, Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation. 
Approved by: 
Edward Hews, 
Acting Manager. 
Dated: June 16, 1983. 


[FR Doc. 83-17042 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3410-08-M 


Federal Grain Inspection Service 


7 CFR Part 810 


U.S. Standards for Corn 


AGENCY: Federal Grain Inspection 
Service, USDA. 


ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
requirements established in Executive 
Order 12291 for the periodic review of 
regulations, the Federal Grain 
Inspection Service (FGIS) has reviewed 
the U.S. Standards for Corn. Based upon 
all information available, including the 
comments received as a result of the 
May 8, 1980, Federal Register Notice (45 
FR 30446}, it is found that further study 
is necessary to properly evaluate the 
revision of certain factors in the corn 
standards. Changes are, however, being 
proposed which would clarify the 
Sample grade requirement for corn and 
the definition of distinctly low quality. 
Comments are solicited from interested 
parties on this proposal. 

DATE: Comments must be submitted on 
or before August 23, 1983. 


ADDRESS: Comments must be submitted 
in writing, in duplicate, to Lewis 
Lebakken, Jr., Regulations and 
Directives Unit, USDA, FGIS, Room 
0667, South Building, 1400 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 20250; 
telephone (202) 382-1738. All comments 
received will be made available for 
public inspection at the above address 
during regular business hours (7 CFR 
1.27(b)). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lewis Lebakken, Jr. (address as above), 
telephone (202) 382-1738. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Executive Order 12291 


This proposed rule has been issued in 
conformance with Executive Order 
12291 and Secretary's Memorandum 
1512-1. The action has been classified 
as “nonmajor” because it does not meet 
the criteria for a major regulation as 
established in the Order. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act Certification 


Kenneth A. Gilles, Administrator, 
FGIS, has determined that this proposed 
rule will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities because most users of corn 
inspection services do not met the 
requirements for small entities as 
defined in the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
(5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 


Standards Review 


In conformance with the requirement 
for the periodic review of existing 
regulations, FGIS published a Request 
for Comment on the U.S. Standards for 
Corn, Soybeans, and Mixed Grain in the 
May 8, 1980, Federal Register (45 FR 
30446). This notice addressed specific 
areas of the standards for consideration, 
including need for the standards; 
improvement thereof; clarification or 
simplification of language} and the 
usefulness of moisture, test weight, and 
broken corn and foreign material 
(BCFM) as grade determining factors. 

Fifty-nine comments, the majority of 
which were on the corn and/or soybean 
standards, were received as a result of 
the notice. Proposed rulemaking to the 
soybean and mixed grain standards will 
be addressed in separate Federal 
Register notices. 


A majority of the commenters who 
addressed the adequacy of the corn 
standards favored some form of revision 
of the standards. 


Although there was no consensus of 
opinion on the need to change one or 
more particular elements in the 
standards, changes were recommended 
which included: (1) separation of BCFM 
into two distinct factors, (2) removal of 
test weight and moisture as grading 
factors, (3) revision of the moisture 
limits, and (4) the inclusion of a 
hardness test in the standards. 
However, further study is necessary to 
properly evaluate the separation of 
BCFM and determination of hardness, 
and due to varied opinions within the 
grain industry, additional information is 
needed to determine if revision or 
deletion of test weight and moisture 
would facilitate corn marketing. 
Therefore, no changes in these factors 
are being proposed at this time. 

FGIS is, however, proposing changes 
to the corn standards to incorporate 
information presently contained in the 
Grain Inspection Handbook on the 
determination of distinctly low quality 
(DLQ) and other Sample grade 
conditions. These proposed changes 
clarify the determination of DLQ and the 
Sample grade requirements and do not 
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change the present grades or grade 
requirements for corn. 

To provide a better understanding of 
the DLQ condition in corn, FGIS 
proposes that § 810.351 Terms defined 
be expanded to include a definition of 
distinctly low quality. FGIS also 
proposes that § 810.901 Jnterpretation 
with respect to the term “distinctly low 
guality,” which states the limit for 
crotalaria seed, be revised by deleting 
corn from this section and including 
these limits in the Sample grade 
definition in § 810.353(a) Grades and 
grade requirements for Corn. In 
addition, it is proposed that the Sample 
grade definition be expanded to include 
the limits for stones, glass, castor beans, 
cockleburs, unknown foreign 
substance(s), and animal filth. Inclusion 
of this information in the definition 
would clarify the Sample grade 
requirements for corn and achieve 
uniformity in format and structure with 
the majority of the other standards 
covered under the Act. 

It is also noted that proposed 
rulemaking to the U.S. Standards for 
Corn was published in the March 4, 
1983, Federal Register (48 FR 9282). 
Public comments were invited on 
revision of 810.352{a), Basis of 
determination, to permit odor 
determination either prior to or after 
mechanical cleaning of the sample to be 
inspected. This proposal also applies to 
the standards for wheat, barley, rye, 
sorghum, flaxseed, and triticale. In the 
April 5, 1983, Federal Register (48 FR 
14601) FGIS proposed to revise § 810.901 
to apply only to the standards for corn, 
rye, soybeans, and flaxseed. Further, it 
was stated that as these four standards 
are reviewed, the provisions of § 810.901 
would be incorporated elsewhere in the 
standards with the intention of 
eventually eliminating § 810.901 from all 
standards. 

Comments including data, views and 
arguments are solicited from interested 
persons. Pursuant to section 4(b) of the 
United States Grain Standards Act (7 
U.S.C. 76{b)), upon request, such 
information may be presented orally in 
an informal manner. It should be noted 
that pursuant to section 4(b) of the Act 
no standards established or 
amendments or revocations of 
standards under the Act are to become 
effective less than one calendar year 
afte promulgation, unless in the 
judgment of the Administrator the public 
health, interest or safety requires that 
they become effective sooner. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 810 
Export, Grain. 
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PART 810—OFFICIAL U.S. 
STANDARDS FOR GRAIN 


Accordingly, it is proposed that 
§ 810.351 be amended by adding 
§ 810.351(l),and § 810.353(a) and 
§ 810.901 be revised as follows: 


§ 810.351 Terms defined. 


* * * * * 


(I) Distinctly low quality. Corn which 
is obviously of inferior quality because 
it contains foreign substances or 
because it is in an unusual state or 
condition, and which cannot be graded 
properly by use of the other grading 
factors provided in the standards. 
Distinctly low quality shall include any 
objects too large to enter the sampling 
device; i.e., large stones, weckage, etc. 


§ 810.353 Grades, grade requirements and 
grade designations. 


* a * * * 


(a) Grades and grade requirements for 
Corn. (See also paragraph (d) of this 
section.) 


Maximum limits of — 


U.S. Sample grade: U.S. “Sample grade shall be com which— 
(1) Does not meet the requirement for the grades U.S. 
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, of 5; or (2) In a 1000 gram sample, 
contains 8 or more stones which have an aggregate 
weight in excess of 0.20 percent of the sample weight, 2 
or more pieces of glass, 3 or more crotalaria seeds 
(Crotalaria spp.), 2 or more castor beans (Aicinus 
communis), 8 or more cockleburs, 4 or more particles of 
an unknown substance(s) or a commonly recognized 
harmful or toxic substance(s), or animal filth in excess of 
0.20 percent; or (3) Has a musty, sour, or commercially 
objectionable foreign odor; or (4) Is heating or otherwise of 
distinctly low quality. 


§ 810.901 Interpretation with respect to 
the term distinctiy low quality. 

The term distinctly low quality when 
used in the United States Standards for 
Rye, Soybeans, and Flaxseed, shall be 
construed. to include grain which 
contains three or more crotalaria seeds 
(Crotalaria spp.) in 1,000 grams of grain. 
(Secs. 5, 18, Pub. L. 94-582, 90 Stat. 2869, 2884 
(7 U.S.C. 76, 87(e))) 

Dated: June 9, 1983. 

Kenneth A. Giles, 
Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 83-17127 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-EN-M 


Rural Electrification Administration 
7 CFR Part 1701 


[Bulletin 345-45] 


Public Information; Appendix A—REA 
Bulletins Field Trial of Telephone 
Construction Materials and Equipment 


AGENCY: Rural Electrification 
Administration, USDA. 


ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: REA proposes to amend 
Appendix A by revising Bulletin 345-45, 
Field Trial of Telephone Construction 
Materials and Equipment. The proposed 
revision will more clearly set forth the 
responsibilities of borrowers and 
manufacturers in the conduct of a field 
trial. The proposal is also intended to 
increase the effectiveness of field trials 
while reducing the effort in collecting 
field performance data and the 
confusion of the existing bulletin. 
Bulletin 345-45 will be retitled “Field 
Trail of Telecommunications 
Construction Materials and Equipment.” 


DATE: Public comments must be received 
by REA no later than August 23, 1983. 


ADDRESS: Submit written comments to 
Joseph M. Flanigan, Director, 
Telecommunications Engineering and 
Standards Division, Rural Electrification 
Administration, Room 1355, South 
Building, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
E. J. Cohen, Engineering Management 
and Standards Engineer, 
Telecommunications Engineering and 
Standards Division, Rural Electrification 
Administration, Room 1355, South 
Building, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250, 
telephone (202) 382-8698. The draft 
Regulatory Impact Analysis describing 
the options considered in developing 
this proposed rule and the impact of 
implementing each option is available 
on request from the above office. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant 
to the Rural Electrification Act, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 901 et seq.), REA 
proposes to amend Appendix A—REA 
Bulletins by revising Bulletin 345-45. 
This proposed action has been reviewed 
under USDA procedures established to 
implement Executive Order 12291 and 
has been classified as not major. The 
proposal does not fall within the scope 
of the Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 
and is not subject to OMB Circular A-95 
review. This program is listed in the 
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
as 10-851—Rural Telephone Loans and 
Loan Guarantees. 


In accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. 3507), 
the reporting and recordkeeping 
provisions that are included in this 
proposed rule will be submitted for 
approval to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB). The will not be 
effective until approved by OMB. 

All written submissions made 
pursuant to this action will be made 
available for public inspection during 
regular business hours, above address. 

The current edition of Bulletin 345-45 
does not clearly establish the 
responsibilities of borrowers and 
manufacturers in the evaluation of a 
product by field trial, nor does it clearly 
establish the reasons for a field trial. As 
a result, significant staff time is required 
in almost every case to obtain the 
required information from a field trial. 
Continuation of the bulletin in its 
existing form would prepetuate this 
inefficiency. Withdrawing the document 
would deprive REA of a valuable tool in 
evaluating the acceptability of materials 
and equipment—the field trial. As a 
result, revision of the document along 
the proposed lines is considered to be in 
the best interest of the program. 

Copies of the proposed revision to 
Bulletin 345-45 are available upon 
request from the address listed above. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1701 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Loan programs— 
communications, Telecommunications, 
Telephone. 


Dated: June 15, 1983. 
Harold V. Hunter, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 83-16808 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-15-M 


7 CFR Part 1746 


General Funds (Telephone Program) 


AGENCY: Rural Electrification 
Administration, USDA. 


ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: The Rural Electrification 
Administration (REA) proposes to add 
Part 1746 to 7 CFR Chapter XVII. This 
part states the general funds policy of 
the REA telephone program and 
includes a revision of existing REA 
general funds policy. As a condition to 
advances of loan funds or approval of a 
loan, borrowers with general funds in 
excess of eight percent to total 
telephone plant or $100,000 (whichever 
is greater) currently are required to use 
the excess to supplement loan funds for 
approved loan purposes. Under this 





proposal, for purposes of calculating the 
level of the borrower's general funds, 
REA will consider allowing borrowers 
so requesting to exclude from their 
general funds all or parts of amounts 
invested in or advanced for 
telecommunications projects, provided 
the amount requested does not exceed 
dividends and other distributions 
allowable without prior REA approval. 
Certain other procedural requirements 
would also apply. 


DATE: Public comments must be received 
by REA no later than August 23, 1983. 
ADDRESS: Comments may be mailed to 
John N. Rose, Director, 
Telecommunications Management 
Division, Rural Electrification 
Administration, Room 2847, South 
Building, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250. 
Comments received may be inspected at 
Room 2847 between 8:15 a.m. and 4:45 
p.m. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joel M. Babb, Chief, Loans and 
Management Branch, 
Telecommunications Management 
Division, Room 2847, South Building, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 20250, telephone 
number (202) 382-8549. The Draft 
Regulatory Impact Analysis describing 
the options considered in developing 
this proposed rule is available on 
request from the above-named 
individuals. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
proposed action has been issued in 
conformance with Executive Order 
12291, Federal Regulation. The action 
will not (1) have an annual effect on the 
economy of $100 million or more; (2) 
result in a major increase in costs or 
prices for consumers, individual 
industries, Federal, State or local 
government agencies; or (3) result in 
significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment or 
productivity, and therefore has been 
determined to be “not major.” 


This action is not subject to the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. This program 
is listed in the Catalog of Federal 
Domestic Assistance as 10.851—Rural 
Telephone Loans and Loan Guarantees, 
and 10.852—Rural Telephone Bank 
Loans. 

This proposed action would add Part 
1746 to 7 CFR Chapter XVII. The 
primary objective of the proposal is to 
enable borrowers to use their own 
general funds to enter into new rural 
telecommunications markets and 
provide services not included in the 
term “telephone service” in Section 
203(a) of the Rural Electrification Act (7 
U.S.C. 924) (Act). This proposed revision 


would enable borrowers to provide 
needed services in rural areas, develop 
added financial strength through 
diversification, and enhance REA loan 
security. The current REA policy with 
regards to general funds is to include 
investments for telecommunications 
projects (other than the furnishing and 
improving of telephone service) in 
general funds when computing the ratio 
of a borrower's general funds to its total 
telephone plant. Borrowers must 
maintain general funds at a level of 
eight percent or less of total telephone 
plant (the “appropriate general funds 
level”) in order to receive advances of 
loan funds or approval of loans or loan 
guarantees. Inclusion of any sizeable 
telecommunications investment would 
prevent a borrower from receiving loan 
fund advances or approval of a loan or 
loan guarantee. As a result, borrowers 
are effectively barred from using their 
own general funds to provide needed 
services, such as CATV, to rural areas. 
This proposal would allow borrowers 
who could pay dividends or make other 
distributions without prior REA 
approval under their mortgage to invest 
in telecommuncations projects. REA 
then would exclude from general funds, 
for purposes of computing the 
appropriate general funds level, 
investments in telecommunications 
projects up to the amount of allowable 
dividends or other distributions. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1746 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Loan programs— 
Communications, Telecommunications, 
Telephone. 

Therefore, it is proposed to amend 7 
CFR Chapter XVII by adding Part 1746 
to read as follows: 


PART 1746—GENERAL FUNDS 


Sec. 

1746.1 General. 

1746.10 Definitions. 

1746.20 Level of general funds. 

1746.30 Exclusions from general funds. 
Authority: 7 U.S.C. 901 et seq. and 7 U.S.C. 

1921 et seq. . 


§ 1746.1 General. 


(a) This part sets forth REA policy on 
general funds of REA telephone 
borrowers and establishes the 
appropriate level of working capital and 
reserve funds for use by borrowers and 
REA in approving loans, loan 
guarantees, and loan funds advances. It 
is REA policy that general funds in 
excess of the appropriate level shall be 
applied to uses which conserve REA 
loans funds. 

(b) It is the responsibility of each 
borrower to determine the proper 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Proposed Rules 


amount and use of its general funds 
consistent with its needs and this policy. 

(c) Investments and expenditures of 
general funds should not impair the 
Government's security, the ability of the 
borrower to repay its notes as 
scheduled, or accomplishment of the 
objective of the RE Act. 


§ 1746.10 Definitions. 


(a) “General Funds” means all cash 
and investments not held in trustee or 
similar accounts as required by loan 
contract or security instruments, and 
normally includes the balances of the 
following accounts from the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) 
Uniform System of Accounts (USoA) (47 
CFR Parts 31 and 33). 





Investments in affiliated companies........ 
Advances to affiliated companies .. 
Other investments 

Miscellaneous physical pr 

Sinking Funds. 

Ca 


Cash—transfer of funds. 
Working funds—petty cash 
Working funds—change fund 
Temporary cash investments 
Special cash deposit 


(b) “Loan Funds” means the cash 
advanced to the borrower under loans 
made or guaranteed under the RE Act. 

(c) “Telecommunications” means any 
transmission, emission, or reception of 
signals, writing, images and sounds or 
intelligence of any nature by wire, fiber, 
radio, visual or electromagnetic means. 

(d) “Total Telephone Plant” normally 
includes the balances of the following 
accounts from the FCC Uniform System 
of Accounts: 





Telephone plant in service 

Tel. plant under construction—contract . 
Tel. plant under const.—force account.. 
Tel. plant under const.—work order 
Property held for future telephone use... 


§ 1746.20 Level of general funds. 


(a) When reviewing a loan application 
and determining the amount of the loan, 
or when reviewing requisitions for loan 
fund advances, REA considers the 
amount of the applicant's general funds. 
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(b) As a condition to further advances 
of loan funds or approval of a loan, 
borrowers whose general funds exceed 
the greater of $100,000 or eight percent 
of Total Telephone Plant (the 
“appropriate general funds level”) shall 
be required to use this excess to 
supplement loan funds for approved 
loan purposes, except as otherwise 
authorized by the Administrator of REA. 

(c) REA will consider exceptions to 
this rule under special circumstances 
which make the appropriate general 
funds level insufficient to meet the 
borrower's needs. 


§ 1746.30 Exclusions from general funds. 

(a) REA will consider approving 
requests from borrowers to exclude from 
its general funds, for purposes of this 
Part, all or a portion of investments 
which REA determines to be consistent 
with the objectives set forth in § 1746.1. 
The following investments are among 
those which may be considered for 
exclusion: 

(1) Telephone property retired and 
held for sale. 

(2) Investments in organizations 
approved by REA, which provide 
services related to operations of the 
borrower, provided the investment 
bears a reasonable relationship to the 
value of the service to the borrower. 

(3) Membership fees in electric 
cooperatives and related patronage 
capital credits not retired. 

(4) The cash surrender value of a 
reasonable amount of life insurance 
where the borrower is the beneficiary of 
the insurance policy. 

(5) Terminal equipment held for retail 
sale or lease if it is a type and has a 
value reasonably related to the 
telephone service provided by the 
borrower. 

(6) Class B and C stock of the Rural 
Telephone Bank. 

(b) In addition to approving exclusion 
of these investments, REA will also 
consider permitting a borrower to 
exclude from its general funds, for 
purposes of this Part, part or all of 
amounts which are invested in or 
advanced for telecommunications 
projects provided: 

(1) The amount requested does not 
exceed dividends and other 
distributions allowable without prior 
REA approval. The amount of such 
exclusion, if approved by REA, shall be 
considered to be a distribution of capital 
for the purpose of determining whether 
the borrower's mortgage restricts 
dividends or other distributions. 

(2) Telecommunications services not 
included within the term “telephone 
service” in Section 203(a) of the RE Act 
(7 U.S.C. 924) are to be provided by a 


subsidiary or affiliate of the borrower 
unless otherwise approved by REA. 

(3) The borrower provides any 
evidence which may be required to 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of REA 
that the project is feasible and based on 
sound engineering practices and that the 
investment shall not adversely affect the 
interests of the Government. 

(4) The borrower provides, when 
requested, a satisfactory opinion of 
counsel that the use of general funds is 
consistent with the borrower’s articles 
of incorporation and bylaws, and that 
the proposed telecommunications 
project complies with applicable’laws 
and regulations. 


Dated: June 9, 1983. 
Harold V. Hunter, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 83-17128 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-15-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


12 CFR Part 250 
[Docket No. R-0474] 


Miscellaneous Interpretations 


AGENCY: Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 


ACTION: Proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: The Board is proposing to 
clarify the meaning of participations in 
bankers’ acceptances for purposes of the 
bankers’ acceptance limitations of the 
Bank Export Services Act. 

DATES: Comments must be received by 
August 5, 1983. 

ADDRESS: Interested parties are invited 
to submit written data, views, or 
arguments concerning the proposed rule 
to William W. Wiles, Secretary, Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, 20th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20551, 
or such comments may be delivered to 
room B-2223 between 8:45 a.m. and 5:15 
p.m. Comments may be inspected in 
room B-1122 between 8:45 a.m. and 5:15 
p.m., except as provided in section 
261.6(a) of the Board’s Rules Regarding 
Availability of Information (12 CFR 
261.6(a)). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gilbert T. Schwartz, Associate General 
Counsel (202/452-3625), or Robert G. 
Ballen, Attorney (202/452-3265), Legal 
Division, Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, Washington, 
D.C. 20551. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
207 of the Bank Export Services Act 
(Title Il of Pub. L. 97-290) (“BESA”) 
provides that a member bank or a 
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Federal or State branch or agency in the 
United States whose parent foreign 
bank has, or is controlled by a foreign 
company or companies that have, more 
than $1 billion in total worldwide 
consoldiated bank assets, may create 
eligible bankers’ acceptances (““BAs”)* 
in the aggregate up to 150 percent of its 
paid up and unimpaired capital stock 
and surplus and, with the permission of 
the Board, up to 200 percent of its paid 
up and unimpaired capital stock and 
surplus (“capital”) (12 U.S.C. 372). 
Section 207 also prohibits these 
institutions from creating eligible BAs 
for any one person in the aggregate in 
excess of 10-percent of the institution’s 
capital. Eligible BAs growing out of 
domestic transactions are not to exceed 
50 percent of the aggregate of all eligible 
acceptances authorized for such an 
institution. 

This section of the BESA also 
provides that any portion of an eligible 
BA created by an institution subject to 
the bankers’ acceptance limits 
contained therein (“covered bank”) that 
is conveyed through a participation to 
another covered bank shall not be 
included in the calculation of the 
creating bank’s BESA limits. However, 
the amount of the participation is to be 
applied to the BA limits applicable to 
the covered bank receiving the 
participation. 

The language of the statute does not 
define what constitutes such a 
participation for purposes of the 
applicability of the BESA limitations. 
However, the statute does authorize the 
Federal Reserve Board to further define 
any of the terms used in section 207 of 
the BESA (12 U.S.C. 372(7)(G)). In 
addition, the legislative history of this 
statute indicates that Congress took 
note of and encouraged a then ongoing 
analysis by the Federal Financial 
Institutions Examination Council 
(“Council”) on participations in BAs and 
required the Council to report to the 
appropriate congressional committees. 
H. Rep. No. 97-924, 97th Cong., 2nd Sess. 
25 (1982). In its report to Congress of 
March 25, 1983, the Council stated that it 
was not addressing the matter of the 
definition of a participation in eligible 
BAs for purposes of determining 
compliance with the BESA limits 
because the statute specifically granted 
the Board the authority to define further 
any of the terms used in section 207. 

The Board is proposing for public 
comment a clarification of the meaning 
of participations in BAs for purposes of 


’ An eligible BA is a BA that meets the criteria of 
the seventh paragraph of section 13 of the Federal 
Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 372). 





the BESA limitations. The proposed 
interpretation describes the minimum 
requirements that such a participation 
would have to meet if the eligible BA (or 
portion thereof) that the participation 
conveys is to be excluded from the BA 
limitations applicable to the bank 
creating the BA. Commenters may wish 
to address whether the Board should 
impose additional minimum 
requirements upon such participations— 
in addition to commenting on other 
aspects of the proposals. 

The impact of this proposal on small 
entities had been considered in 
accordance with section 603 of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96- 
354; 5 U.S.C. 603). The Board’s proposal 
will provide small member banks that 
are covered by the BESA limitations 
with increased flexibility with regard to 
the usage of eligible BAs. No new 
recordkeeping or reporting requirements 
will be imposed as a results of this 
action. 


List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 250 
Federal Reserve System. 


PART 250—[ AMENDED] 


Pursuant to its authority under the 
seventh paragraph of section 13 of the 
Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 372), the 
Board of Governors proposes to amend 
12 CFR Part 250—Miscellaneous 
Interpretations—by adding a new 
§ 250.165 to read as follows: 


§ 250.165 Bankers’ acceptances: definition 
of participations. 

(a)(1) Section 207 of the Bank Export 
Services Act (Title I of Pub. L. 97-290) 
(“BESA”) raised the limits on the 
aggregate amount of eligible bankers’ 
acceptances (“BAs”) that may be 
created by a member bank from 50 
percent (or 100 percent with the 
permission of the Board) of its paid up 
an unimpaired capital stock and surplus 
(“capital”) to 150 percent (or 200 percent 
with the permission of the Board) of its 
capital. Section 207 also prohibits a 
member bank from creating eligible BAs 
for any one person in the aggregate in 
excess of 10 percent of the institution’s 
capital. Eligible BAs growing out of 
domestic transactions are not to exceed 
50 percent of the aggregate of all eligible 
acceptances authorized for a member 
bank. This section of the BESA applies 
the same limits applicable to member 
banks to U.S. branches and agencies of 
foreign banks that are subject to reserve 
requirements under section 7 of the 
International Banking Act of 1978 (12 
U.S.C. 3105). 

(2) This section of the BESA also 
provides that any portion of an eligible 
BA created by an institution subject to 


the BA limitations contained therein 
(“covered bank”) that is conveyed 
through a participation to another 
covered bank shall not be included in 
the calculation of the creating bank’s 
limits. The amount of the participation is 
subject to the BA limitations applicable 
to the covered bank purchasing the 
participation. The language of the 
statute does not define what constitutes 
such a participation. However, the 
statute does authorize the Board to 
further define any of the terms used in 
section 207. The Board is clarifying the 
term participation for purposes of the 
BA limitations of the BESA. 

(b) The legislative history of section 
207 of the BESA indicates that Congress 
intended that the bank receiving the 
participation (“junior bank”) be 
obligated to the creating bank conveying 
the participation (“senior bank’) in the 
event that the account party defaults on 
its obligation to pay, but that the junior 
bank need not also be obligated to pay 
the holder of the acceptance at the time 
the BA is presented for payment. H. Rep. 
No. 97-629, 97th Cong., 2nd Sess. 15 
(1982); 128 Cong. Rec. H 4647 (daily ed. 
July 27, 1982) (remarks by Rep. Barnard); 
and 128 Cong. Rec. H 8462 (daily ed. 
October 1, 1982) (remarks by Rep. 
Barnard). The legislative history also 
indicates that Congress intended that 
eligible BAs in which participations had 
been conveyed not be required to 
indicate the name(s) (or interest(s)) of 
the junior bank(s) on the acceptance in 
order for the BA to be excluded from the 
BESA limitations applicable to the 
senior bank. 128 Cong. Rec. S 12237 
(daily ed. September 24, 1982) (remarks 
of Senators Heinz and Garn); and 128 
Cong. Rec. H 4647 (daily ed. July 27, 
1982) (remarks of Rep. Barnard). 

(c)(1) In view of Congressional intent 
with regard to what constitutes a 
participation in an eligible BA, the 
Board has determined that, for purposes 
of the BESA limits, a participation must 
satisfy the following two minimum 
requirements: 

(i) A written agreement entered into 
between the junior and senior bank 
under which the junior bank acquires 
the senior bank’s claim against the 
account party to the extent of the 
amount of the particpation that is 
enforceable in the event that the 
account party fails to perform in 
accordance with the terms of the 
acceptance. The agreement between the 
senior bank and the account party must 
indicate that the rights that the senior 
bank acquires under the agreement are 
assignable by the senior bank, and 

(ii) The agreement between the junior 
and senior bank provides that the senior 
bank obtains a claim against the junior 
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bank to the extent of the amount of the 
participation that is enforceable in the 
event the account party fails to perform 
in accordance with the terms of the 
acceptance. 

(2) An eligible BA that is conveyed 
through a participation that does not 
satisfy these minimum requirements 
would continue to be included in the BA 
limits applicable to the senior bank. 
Further, an eligible BA conveyed to a 
covered bank through a participation 
that provided for additional rights and 
obligations among the parties would be 
excluded from the BESA limitations of 
the senior bank provided the minimum 
requirements were satisfied. 

(3) A participation structured pursuant 
to these minimum requirements would 
be as follows: Upon the conveyance of 
the participation, the senior bank retains 
its entire obligation to pay the holder of 
the BA at maturity. The senior bank has 
a claim against the junior bank to the 
extent of the amount of the participation 
that is enforceable in the event the 
account party fails to perform in 
accordance with the terms of the 
acceptance. Similarly, the junior bank 
has a corresponding claim against the 
account party to the extent of the 
amount of the participation that is 
enforceable in the event the account 
party fails to perform in accordance 
with the terms of the acceptance. 

(d) The Board stressed that both the 
junior bank's claim on the account party 
and the senior bank’s claim on the junior 
bank involve risk. Therefore, it is 
essential that these risks be assessed by 
the banks involved in accordance with 
high credit standards. The junior bank 
should review the creditworthiness of 
each account party on a case-by-case 
basis before it acquires a participation 
and the senior bank should review the 
creditworthiness of the junior bank. The 
examiners will ensure that these 
creditworthiness reviews are 
appropriately effected. Similarly, the 
Board has determined that it is 
appropriate that the actual assets 
acquired be included for purposes of 
assessing capital adequacy and 
determining compliance with capital 
guidelines. 

(e) The Board believes that these 
minimum requirements reflect the nature 
of the relationships involved. This 
treatment of participations in eligible 
BAs is analogous to the treatment of 
participations in the context of loans 
and is consistent with safety and 
soundness considerations. 
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By order of the Board of Governors, June 
20, 1983. 
William W. Wiles, 
Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 83-17086 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


Office of Assistant Secretary for 
Housing—Federal Housing 
Commissioner 


24 CFR Part 841 
[Docket No. R-83-1063] 


Public Housing Development; Approval 
of Projects With Dwelling Construction 
and Equipment Costs in Excess of 
Prototype Cost Limits 


AGENCY: Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Housing—Federal Housing 
Commissioner, HUD. 


ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: This rule would amend the 
regulations governing public housing 
development to require approval by 
HUD Headquarters for public housing 
projects proposed to have dwelling 
construction and equipment costs in 
excess of 100 percent of project 
prototype cost limits. The existing 
regulations permit the HUD Field Office 
to approve such projects. This rule is a 
part of the Administration's efforts to 
contain costs. 


DATE: Comments due August 23, 1983. 


ADDRESS: Interested persons are invited 
to submit comments to the Rules Docket 
Clerk, Office of General Counsel, Room 
10278, Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, 451 Seventh Street, 
SW., Washington, D.C. 20410. Each 
comment should include the 
commentor’s name and address and 
must refer to the title and docket 
number indicated in the heading of this 
rule. A copy of each comment will be 
available for public inspection during 
regular business hours at the above 
address. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Raymond W. Hamilton, Director, Public 
Housing Development Division, Office 
of Public Housing, Office of Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Public and 
Indian Housing, Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, Washington, 
D.C. 20410 (202-426-0938). This is not a 
toll-free number. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: As part 
of this Administration's efforts to 
contain costs, the Department is 
withdrawing its delegation of authority 


to the Field with respect to approval of 
public housing projects proposed to 
have dwelling construction and 
equipment costs in excess of 100 percent 
of project prototype cost limits. 

For projects funded on or after 
October 1, 1980, 24 CFR 841.204(e) 
permits HUD Field Offices to approve 
any projects proposed to have dwelling 
construction and equipment costs up to 
the statutory maximum of 110 percent of 
the applicable project prototype cost 
limit, but only under specified 
circumstances (i.e., if there is an 
increase in applicable project costs due 
to changes in HUD or local requirements 
not considered in developing the 
applicable unit prototype costs; the 
development of low-density housing on 
scattered sities; HUD-approved 
construction, design or material 
changes; or other specific causes 
approved by Headquarters). For projects 
funded before October 1, 1980, Field 
Offices have approval authority for 
projects proposed to have dwelling 
construction and equipment costs up to 
105 percent of the project prototype cost 
limit, and Regional Administrators can 
approve projects with costs up to 110 
percent. 

The Department has become 
increasingly aware of excessive project 
costs and the need to contain them. 
Beginning in October 1981, the 
Department issued several guidance 
memoranda on the subject of public 
housing cost containment, relating to 
approval of projects with dwelling 
construction and equipment costs in 
excess of 100 percent of the applicable 
project prototype cost limit, unnecessary 
amenities and reasonable total 
development cost guidelines. 
Specifically, a memorandum to the Field 
dated October 22, 1981 provided that, as 
of that date, only the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Public and Indian Housing 
might approve projects with dwelling 
construction and equipment costs in 
excess of prototype cost limits, with 
certain exceptions as stated therein. 

This proposed rule would amend 
§ 841.204(e) to require approval by the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Public 
and Indian Housing for all projects 
proposed to have dwelling construction 
and equipment costs in excess of 100 
percent of the applicable project 
prototype cost limit published pursuant 
to Part 841. This amendment, which 
would conform the regulations to 
current HUD policy, would be 
applicable to all projects, whether 
funded before or after October 1, 1980. 
The proposed rule omits the list of four 
circumstances justifying approval by the 
HUD Field Offices specified in the 
current regulations. Requests for 
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approval would have to be supported by 
a justification describing the 
circumstances involved for the 
particular project and demonstrating 
that such approval is needed to carry 
out the objectives of the Act. 
Appropriate changes will be made to 
HUD Handbooks 7417.7 and 7417.1 
REV-1 to reflect this amendment, when 
effective. 

The Department has determined that 
this rule does not constitute a “major 
rule,” as that term is defined in Section 
1(b) of Executive Order 12291 issued by 
the President on February 17, 1981. 
Analysis of the proposed rule indicates 
that it does not (1) have an annual effect 
on the economy of $100 million or more; 
(2) cause a major increase in costs or 
prices for consumers, individual 
industries, Federal, State, or local 
government agencies, or geographic 
regions; or (3) have a significant adverse 
effect on competition, employment, 
investment, productivity, innovation, or 
on the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 

A Finding of No Significant Impact 
with respect to the environment has 
been made in accordance with HUD 
regulations in 24 CFR Part 50, which 
implements Section 102(2)(C) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, 42 U.S.C. 4332. The Finding of No 
Significant Impact is available for public 
inspection during regular business hours 
in the Office of the Rules Docket Clerk, 
Room 10278, at the address listed above. 

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
605(b) (the Regulatory Flexibility Act), 
the undersigned hereby certifies that 
this rule would not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. Since the 
proposed amendment is intended to 
have the effect of containing excessive 
development costs for public housing 
projects, it may have an economic 
impact on builders and/or developers of 
public housing, some of whom may 
constitute small entities, but it is not 
believed that the number of small 
entities affected will be substantial. 

This rule is listed at 47 FR 48446 as 
item H-103-82 in the Department's 
Semiannual Agenda of Regulations, 
published on October 28, 1982, pursuant 
to Executive Order 12291 and the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. 

The catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance program number and title is 
14.146, Low-Income Housing-Assistance 
Program (Public Housing). 





List of Subjects in 24 CFR Part 841 


Loan Programs—housing and 
community development, Public 
housing, Prototype costs, Cooperative 
agreements, Turnkey. 

Accordingly, the Department proposes 
to amend 24 CFR Part 841 by revising 
paragraph (e) of § 841.204 to read as 
follows: 


§ 841.204 Prototype costs. 


* * * * . 


(e) Project Prototype Cost Limit. The 
field office shall determine the project 
prototype cost limit by multiplying the 
base project prototype cost by the 
prototype cost adjustment factor. The 
amount approvable (including, for 
purposes of this paragraph only, both 
projects being processed under this 
regulation and those being processed 
pursuant to a m Reservation 
issued before October 1, 1980) by the 
field office for dwelling construction and 
equipment may not exceed the project 
prototype cost limit. The limit may be 
exceeded (in accordance with Section 
6(b) of the Act) by up to ten (10) percent, 
with approval by the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Public and Indian Housing. 
A request for approval to exceed 100 
percent of the project prototype cost 
limit shall be supported by a 
justification describing the 
circumstances involved for the 
particular project and demonstrating 
that such approval is needed to carry 
out the objectives of the Act. 


(Sec. 7(d), Department of HUD Act, 42 U.S.C. 


3535(d); Section 6, U.S. Housing Act of 1937, 
42 U.S.C. 14374) 


Dated: June 15, 1983. 
Philip Abrams, 
Assistant Secretary for Housing-Federal 
Housing Commissioner. 
[FR Doc. 83-17104 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4210-27-M 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

25 CFR Part 250 

indian Fishing—Hoopa Valley Indian 


Reservation 


June 10, 1983. 
AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: The Bureau of Indian Affairs 
is proposing to amend its conservation 
regulations governing Indian fishing on 
the Hoopa Valley Reservation in 
response to recommendations received 
from Indians of the reservation and from 


officials assigned to implement the rules. 


The most significant change is a closure 
to gillnet fishing on Monday of each 
week. Last year, gillnet fishing was 
banned during the fall chinook run from 
9 a.m. Monday to 5 p.m. Wednesday of 
each week and from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on 
Thursdays and Fridays. 

DATE: Comments must be received no 
later than July 25, 1983. 

ADDRESS: Written comments should be 
addressed to the Area Director, 
Sacramento Area Office, Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, Federal Building, 2800 
Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 
95825. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dale Risling, Superintendent, Northern 
California Agency, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, P.O. Box 367, Hoopa, California 
95546, telephone number (916) 625-4285. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department of the Interior is responsible 
for the supervision and management of 
Indian Affairs under 43 U.S.C. 1457, 25 
U.S.C. 2, 9, and 13, and the 
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1950 (64 
Stat. 1262), including the protection of 
Indian fishing rights. 

Normally, tribal governments are 
responsible for regulation of Indian 
fishing on a reservation. Tribal 
regulation on the Hoopa Valley Indian 
Reservation has not been possible 
because not all tribes on the reservation 
have functioning governments. The 
Bureau of Indian Affairs has made 
major efforts to assist the Yurok Tribe in 
developing an organized government 
that will be able to participate in 
regulation of the Indian fishery. To date, 


- however, these efforts have not 


succeeded. While the efforts to resolve 
the organization problems continue, the 
Department will continue to regulate the 
fishery to assure the continued 
existence of this valuable tribal asset. 

In early February 1983, well- 
advertised public meetings were held at 
Johnson's, Weitchpec, Hoopa, and 
Klamath to receive comments and 
suggestions concerning possible changes 
to the fishing regulations. The meetings 
were attended by many members of the 
Indian community and some ocean 
trollers. The comments and suggestions 
made to those four meetings on the 
reservation were considered in 
developing this proposed rule. 

1. It is proposed to simplify the 
application of the rules to minors by 
eliminating the special category for 
minors who are 17 or 18 years old. 
Under the proposal, all minors between 
the ages of 10 and 18 could not be fined 
more than $250 or imprisoned for an 
offense. Currently, children under 16 are 
not liable for any fine, but 17- and 18- 
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year-olds are subject to the same fines 
as adults. There appears to be no good 
reason for treating older teenagers 
differently in this regard. 

2. Dropping the logsheet requirement 
is being proposed because there has 
been virtually no compliance with the 
requirement and no reasonable 
enforcement mechanism is available. 
Even if the data were submitted, there 
would be serious doubts about its 
reliability. This action would reduce 
reporting requirements on the public— 
an important goal of the Department. 

3. Deletion of the definition of 
“stretched measure” is also being 
proposed. The definition was once used 
in connection with a minimum mesh size 
requirement, but that provision was 
repealed a few years ago. 

4. It is proposed to define the term 
“assist” for purposes of § 250.5(c), which 
prohibits Indians from permitting 
persons without fishing rights on the 
reservation to assist them. The 
definition makes it clear that such 
persons are not to have any involvement 
with the fishing gear while it is being 
used or with the fish until the fish have 
reached the banks of the river. It is also 
proposed to prohibit permitting such 
persons to be in a boat while it is being 
used in exercise of Indian fishing rights. 
The precise meaning of the term “assist” 
has been the subject of considerable 
debate. It is proposed to take this 
restrictive approach in order to assure 
that persons who do not have fishing 
rights are not fishing in violation of state 
laws. 

5. A change in the definition of 
“commercial fishing” is proposed in 
order to make it clear that the 
prosecution need not prove that the 
intent to sell fish was formed prior to 
catching the fish. The fact that an 
attempt to sell fish was made will be 
sufficient to establish intent. 

6. It is proposed to define “eel” to 
mean Pacific lamprey. Although eels 
and lampreys are different species, the 
term eel has been used in previous 
regulations because Indian fishers refer 
to lamprey as eels. The definition is 
being proposed to make the connection 
between the popular name and the 
scientific name. The definition also 
points out that the Pacific lamprey is 
anadromous in order to make it clear 
that these regulations, which govern 
only the taking of anadromous species, 
apply to lamprey or eels. 

7. A change is proposed to § 250.7(c) 
to make it clear that persons whose 
identification numbers are used by 
someone else are guilty of an offense 
only if they deliberately allowed 
someone else to use the number. There 
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have been cases where nets have been 
taken and used with the owner’s number 
without first getting the permission of 
the owner. By adding an intent 
requirement, the owner would be 
protected from liability in such cases. 

8. Closure of the Indian gillnet fishery 
from 9 a.m. Monday to 9 a.m. Tuesday of 
each week is being proposed. During the 
fall chinook run last year gillnet fishing 
was banned from 9 a.m. Monday to 5 
p.m. Wednesday of each week and from 
9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Thursdays and 
Fridays. Although the closure proposed 
for this year would be much shorter, it is 
believed to be adequate to keep the 
Indian harvest below 30,000 adult fall 
chinook. The Indian harvest last year 
was 14,500 adult chinook with the more 
stringent closures. The unusually high 
water levels this year are likely to 
reduce the in-river net harvest 
substantially. 

9. A revision of § 250.8(p) restricting 
set nets near the test seining sites is 
being proposed because of problems 
that developed last year when fishers 
interpreted that provision as permitting 
nets that were set near the test site, 
when testing was not underway, to 
remain in place after testing was 
resumed. The revision would make clear 
that, although it is permissible to fish 
near the test sites while test seining is 
not underway, nets left there may be 
removed if they are still there when the 
site is needed for test fishing. 

10. While making it clear that the 
taking of eels or lampreys is covered by 
these regulations, it is proposed to relax 
the restrictions on how they may be 
taken. Since there appears to be no 
conservation reason for limiting their 
harvest, only those harvest techniques 
that are wasteful or likely to increase 
the take of salmonids need be 
prohibited or restricted. For those 
reasons it is proposed to permit fishing 
for eels by any method other than the 
use of snag gear as defined in the 
regulations or explosives, stunning 
agents, or caustic or lethal chemicals. 

11. Because of the longer closures last 
year, some conflicts developed with the 
need for Indians to be able to catch fish 
at certain times for ceremonial purposes. 
It is proposed to permit the 
Superintendent to make exceptions to 
closures in order to accommodate 
ceremonial needs. The Superintendent 
would also be authorized to impose any 
conditions necessary to protect the fish 
resource and to assure that fish caught 
under such exceptions are improperly 
diverted for other uses. 

12. It is proposed to tranfer the 
responsibility for making in-season and 
emergency changes to the regulations 
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


to the Bureau of Indian Affairs. This 
change is proposed to clarify the role of 
the two agencies. The BIA’s 
responsibilities involve policymaking 
and management. The Fish amd Wildlife 
Service responsibility would continue to 
be to provide the biological data the BIA 
officials need to make sound 
management and policy decisions. Both 
agencies would continue to have a role 
in enforcement of the regulations. 

13. It is proposed to make minor 
revisions in § 250.12 to make it clear that 
fishers are required to give only those 
biologists, technicians and enforcement 
officers carrying out their duties under 
these regulations access to harvested 
fish. 

14. Listing of the specific provisions of 
the general rules applicable to Courts of 
Indian offenses, 25 CFR Part 11, that 
apply to this court is proposed. Some 
provisions do not apply because of the 
special situation on the Hoopa Valley 
Reservation and some have been 
superseded by specific rules applicable 
to this court. Listing applicable sections 
could reduce some legal disputes in the 
court. 

15. It is proposed to assign the 
responsibility for filing court papers to 
the prosecutor rather than the police 
officer. The current arrangement was 
developed before permanent 
prosecutors were in place. Filing court 
papers is normally the responsibility of 
the prosecutor. 

16. It is proposed to reduce the 
waiting time between the publication of 
a notice that unidentified gear or fish. 
have been seized and the forfeiture 
hearing from 14 to ten days. Experience 
has shown that the longer period does 
not result in more nets being claimed. 
The shorter period will help expedite the 
court's work. 

17. It is proposed to authorize in a 
public sale the sale of fishing gear or 
fish that have been forfeited. Authority 
to establish the procedures would be 
delegated to the Superintendent. The 
BIA continues to hold gear that was 
forfeited years ago. If this change is 
adopted, it is anticipated forfeited gear 
would be disposed of much more 
promptly. 

18. A revision of § 250.16 is proposed 
to notify the public that persons who 
assault or interfere with any Interior 
Department employee in the 
performance of duties under these 
regulations are subject to prosecution in 
Federal court. It is also proposed to 
make such offenses punishable in the 
Court of Indian Offenses when 
committed by anyone over whom that 
court has jurisdiction. 

19. A new section dealing with jury 
trials is proposed. Under this proposal 
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the court could deny a criminal 
defendant a right to a jury trial in cases 
where it concludes at the outset that no 
jail sentence will be imposed. Currently 
there is a right to a jury trial under 25 
CFR 11.7 where, upon preliminary 
hearing by the court, a substantial 
question of fact is raised. The Indian 
Civil Rights Act, however, requires a 
jury trial only for an offense punishable 
by imprisonment. 25 U.S.C. 1302(10). 
Under the proposed rule, the court could 
establish at the outset that a particular 
offense will not be punishable by 
imprisonment. Many of the offenses that 
come before the court are comparatively 
minor infractions for which a jail 
sentence is clearly inappropriate. Under 
the current rules, however, defendants 
in such cases have an absolute right to a 
jury trial. The expenses associated with 
holding jury trials in such cases is out of 
proportion to the magnitude of the 
offense. Jury trials are frequently not 
available in non-Indian courts to 
persons accused of misdemeanors 
because the U.S. Constitution requires 
jury trials in criminal cases only for 
offenses punishable by imprisonment for 
more than six months. Codispoti v. 
Pennsylvania, 418 U.S. 506, 512 (1974). 

The primary authors of this document 
are David Etheridge, Office of the 
Solicitor, Division of Indian Affairs, 
Department of the Interior, and John 
Bushman, Office of Trust 
Responsibilities, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, Department of the Interior. 

It has been determined that this 
proposed rule is not a major rule as that 
term is defined in Executive Order 12291 
of February 17, 1981, 46 FR 13193, 
because it will have a limited economic 
impact on a small number of people. 

For the same reason, it has been 
determined that this proposed rule 
would not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities within the meaning of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, Pub. L. 96- 
354. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 


This rule does not contain information 
collection requirements which require 
approval by the Office of Management 
and Budget under 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seg. 

It has been determined that this rule 
does not constitute a major Federal 
action significantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969. 

The policy of the Department of the 
Interior is, whenever practicable, to 
affored the public an opportunity to 
participate in the rulemaking process. 
Accordingly, interested persons may 





submit written comments, suggestions, 
or objections regarding the proposed 
rule to the location identified in the 
Addresses section of the preamble. 
Comments must be received on or 
before the date specified in the 
preamble. 


List of Subjects in 25 CFR Part 250 


Fisheries, Fishing, Indians—lands, 
Penalties. ; 

It is proposed to amend 25 CFR Part 
250 as follows: 


PART 250—INDIAN FISHING—HOOPA 
VALLEY RESERVATION 


1. Section 250.1 is amend by removing 
paragraph (d)_of § 250.1 and revising 
section heading to read as follows: 

§ 250.1 Purpose. 

2. By removing paragraph (e) of 
§ 250.3, redesignating paragraph (f) of 
that section as paragraph (e) and by 
revising paragraph (d) of that section to 
read Ss follows: 

§ 250.3. Application. 

(d) Minors between the ages of 10 and 
18 are eligible to receive identification 
cards and are subject to-the provisions 
of this Part, but are not subject to a fine 
of more than $250 or incarceration. 


* * * 7 : 


e. By removing from § 250.4 the 
definitions of “logsheet” and “stretched 
measure” and by revising the definition 
of “commercial fishing” and adding two 
new definition in alphabetical order to 
read as follows: 


§ 250.4 Definitions. 


“Assist” as used in § 250.5(c) means 
providing aid to an eligible Indian fisher 
in placing fishing gear, checking it, 
removing it from the water, removing 
any fish caught with the gear or 
removing fish from the boat. 


. * . J 7 


“Commercial fishing” means the 
taking of fish or fish parts with the prior 
or subsequent intent to sell or trade 
them or profit economically from them. 
It does not include accepting payment 
for the labor involved in catching fish 
for the elderly or incapacitated under 
§ 250.8(t) of this Part where payment is 
not based on the number or weight of 
fish caught. 
* * o * * 

“Eel” means Pacific lamprey, an 
anadromous fish. 


4. By revising paragraph (c) of § 250.5 
to read as follows: 


§ 250.5 Eligible fisher—eligibie Indian. 

(c) Except as provided under 
§ 250.3(c), an eligible Indian who allows 
an ineligible person to assist in an 
Indian fishery on the reservation or who 
permits an ineligible person to be in a 
boat while it is being used in the 
exercise of Indian fishing rights is 
subject to the penalties set out in 
§ 250.15. 


§ 250.6 [Removed] 

5. By removing paragraph (d) of 
§ 250.6. 

6. By revising the section heading and 
paragraph (c) of § 250.7 to read as 
follows: 


§ 250.7 identification and use of gear. 


* * * 


(c) Except as may be provided for 
elsewhere in this Part, no eligible Indian 
fisher may intentionally allow his or her 
identification number to be used on a 
net that he or she is not attending or 
fishing. 


. * * 


7. By revising paragraphs (b) and (p) 
and adding paragraphs (w) and (x) to 
§ 250.8 to read as follows: 


§ 250.8 Permissible and prohibited fishing. 


* * * 


(b) Fishing with gillnets is prohibited 
from 9 a.m. Monday until 9 a.m. Tuesday 
of each week. Except as provided 
elsewhere in this Part, fishing with 
gillnets, is permitted at all other times. 


* o * * * 


(p) No set-net fishing is allowed 
within 400 feet of a test seining 
operation conducted by either the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service or the 
California Department of Fish and 
Game. Set-nets placed in an area 
normally used for test seining may be 
removed by law enforcement officers 
and held for the owner to claim if their 
removal is necessary in order to permit 
test seining operations to be conducted 

(w) Eels may be taken by any method 
except by the use of snag gear as 
defined in § 250.4, explosives, stunning 
agents or caustic or lethal chemicals in 
any form. 

(x) Ceremonial fishing may be 
conducted during closed hours pursuant 
to a special permit issued by the 
Superintendent of the Northern 
California Agency. The Superintendent 
may impose any conditions on the 
permittee that are necessary to protect 
the fish resource or to assure that all 
fish caught are used exclusively for 
ceremonial purposes. 

8. By revising paragraphs (a) and (b) 
of § 250.11 to read as follows: 
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§ 250.11 In-season and emergency 
regulations. 

(a) The Area Director of the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs is authorized to make in- 
season and emergency changes to the. 
regulations when necessary to ensure 
proper management of the fisheries of 
the Klamath and Trinity Rivers. This 
authority includes the following powers: 

(1) To close all or part of an Indian 
fishery when, in the Area Director's ° 
judgment, a closure is necessary to meet 
conservation needs. 

(2) To re-open all or part of an Indian 
fishery when, in the Area Director's 
judgment, that action will not jeopardize 
spawning escapement. 

(b) In-season or emergency 
regulations shall be effective 24 hours 
after publication in the Eureka Times 
Standard. They shall stay in effect until 
modified or rescinded by the Area 
Director. Failure to complete subsequent 
provisions of this section shall not affect 
the validity of any in-season or 
emergency adjustment. 


* * * * 


9. By revising paragraphs (a) and (c).of 
§ 250.12 to read as follows: 


§ 250.12 Fish catch reporting. 


(a) All eligible fishers shall allow 
access to harvested fish to authorized 
biologists, technicians, and enforcement 
officers for the purpose of monitoring 
the harvest and to check for compliance 
with the provisions of this part. 


* * * * * 


(c) The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
will compile in-season catch data from 
information obtained from spot checks 
of fishers, landing counts, creel censuses 
and other information collected by 
State, Federal and tribal officials. 

10. By revising § 250.14 to read as 
follows: 


§ 250.14 Enforcement. 


(a) Eligible Indians who violate the 
provisions of this Part or any in-season 
or emergency adjustments promulgated 
under this Part are subject to 
prosecution before the Court of Indian 
Offenses of the Hoopa Valley Indian 
Reservation. The Indian Civil Rights Act 
and, except as modified by this Part, 25 
CFR 11.5(a) and (b), 11.6-11.8, 11.11, 
11.12(a), 11.14-11.19, 11.21, and 11.33- 
11.37 apply. 

(b) Citations. Law enforcement 
officers may issue citations to any 
eligible Indian the officer believes has 
committed a violation of the regulations 
of this Part. Such citation shall state 
when and where the person is charged. 

(c) Seizure. Confiscation of fishing 
gear and fish. 
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(1) Any net or other fishing gear used 
in violation of these regulations and any 
fish caught or possessed in violation of 
these regulations may be seized by a 
law enforcement officer. Fishing gear or 
fish so seized shall be held pending 
disposition by court order except as 
specifically provided in these 
regulations. 

(2) When a net or other fishing gear is 
seized and the owner is unknown to the 
enforcement officer, the prosecutor 
shall, without unreasonable delay, 
commence proceedings in the Court of 
Indian Offenses by petitioning the court 
for a judgment forfeiting the fishing gear 
and/or fish. When a net or other fishing 
gear is seized and the fishing gear is 
marked with an identification number 
the prosecutor shall, without 
unreasonable delay, notify by registered 
mail the holder of the identification 
number that his or her fishing gear has 
been seized. The notice of seizure shall 
state the date of seizure, the place of 
seizure, and the time of seizure and shall 
direct the person whose gear has been 
seized to notify the court directly to 
arrange to have the matter placed on the 
court's calendar. 

(3) Upon filing of such petition, the 
enforcement officer shall set out details 
of the seizure, citing time, place, and 
location of such seizure. A notice of 
seizure shall be left at the site where the 
fishing gear or fish were confiscated. 
The court upon receipt of the petition 
shall fix a time for a hearing and cause 
notices for unidentified gear or fish to be 
posted and published. A notice shall be 
published at least ten days prior to the 
forfeiture hearing at both courthouses of 
the Court of Indian Offenses. The clerk 
of the court shall publish notices in local 
news media having circulation on the 
reservation. Such notices shall be 
published for a period of five days and 
shall set forth the reason for the hearing. 
Once a person claims seized fishing gear 
of fish, the publication of the notice shall 
cease, 

(4) Any fishing gear forfeited shall be 
sold at public sale as directed by the 
Superintendent. 

(5) Any person who satisfies the court 
that he or she is the owner of any fishing 
gear or fish seized under this section 
may intervene in the forfeiture 
proceeding on behalf of the fishing gear 
or fish. r 

(6) If there is no objection by the 
seizing agency, nor any Federal 
statutory or regulatory prohibition, all 
fish seized may be sold by the 
Superintendent, Northern California 
Agency, and the proceeds held pending 
adjudication of the charge that was the 
basis of the seizure. Proceeds from sales 
of fish that are found, upon adjudication, 


to have been taken in violation of these 
regulations shall be transferred to a 
special Hoopa-Yurok Fund in the U.S. 
Treasury. Nothing in this section shall 
be construed to prevent undercover law 
enforcement officers from selling fish as 
part of their duties or to make legal the 
purchase of fish from such officers. 

(d) Complaint procedures. Any person 
regulated under this Part may file a 
complaint in writing against a law 
enforcement officer. The Superintendent 
of the Northern California Agency shall, 
without unreasonable delay, conduct an 
investigation into any allegation of 
misconduct by the BIA law enforcement 
officer in carrying out the duties of that 
office. Upon completion of the 
investigation, the Superintendent shall 
make available to the complainant, upon 
written request, the findings of the 
investigation. 

11. By revising § 250.16 to read as 
follows: 


§ 250.16 Forceable assauit and impeding a 
Federal employee. 

(a) Any person who forcibly assaults, 
resists, or impedes, or interferes with an 
employee of the Interior Department in 
the performance of his or her duties 
under this Part may be prosecuted in 
Federal court under 18 U.S.C. 111. 

(b) Any eligible Indian who forcibly 
assaults, resists, impedes, or interferes 
with a law enforcement officer, biologist 
or other authorized employee in the 
performance of his or her duties under 
this Part shall be fined not more than 
$500, sentenced to jail for a period not to 
exceed six month and have his or her 
fishing rights suspended for not more 
than one hundred eighty days during the 
fall chinook runs. 

12. By adding a new § 250.19 to read 
as follows: 


§ 250.19 Juries. 

(a) A jury trial shall be provided upon 
demand by the defendant in any case in 
which the court determines, assuming 
all allegations are proved true, that a jail 
sentence may be imposed. 

(b) A list of eligible jurors shall be 
developed from the list of eligible 
Indians. 

(c) A jury shall consist of six eligible 
Indians chosen by the judge pursuant to 
rules promulgated by the court. 

(d) No juror may be seated unless the 
court concludes beyond a reasonable 
doubt that he or she is able to render a 
fair and impartial verdict. 

(e) The judge shall instruct the jury in 
the law governing the case and the jury 
shall reach a verdict of guilt or 
innocence as to each count charged. 

(f) Verdicts shall be rendered by 
unanimous vote. 
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(g) The jury shall return a verdict of 
guilty if it concludes beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the defendant 
committed the offense with which he or 
she is charged. 

(h) Each juror who serves on a jury is 
entitled to a fee not less than the hourly 
minimum wage scale established by 29 
U.S.C. § 206(a)(1), and any of its 
subsequent revisions, plus fifteen cents 
per mile travel costs. Each juror shall 
receive the travel allowance and pay for 
a full day (eight hours) for any portion of 
a day served. 

John W. Fritz, 

Acting Assistant Secretary—Indian Affairs. 
June 10, 1983. 

{FR Doc. 83-17113 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-02-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Internal Revenue Service 
26 CFR Part 52 


[LR-33-83] 


imposition of Taxes on Hazardous 
Waste; Proposed Rulemaking 


AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service, 
Treasury. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: This document contains 
proposed regulations relating to the 
collection of the tax on hazardous 
waste, petroleum and certain chemicals. 
Changes to the applicable tax law were 
made by the Hazardous Substance 
Response Revenue Act of 1980. These 
proposed regulations are the same as 
the temporary regulations adopted 
under the Hazardous Substance 
Response Revenue Act of 1980 for the 
collection of environmental taxes on 
petroleum and certain chemicals, except 
that they would also apply to the 
collection of the tax on hazardous 
waste. Thus, in addition to affecting 
persons who pay environmental taxes 
on petroleum and certain chemicals, 
these regulations affect owners and 
operators of qualified hazardous waste 
disposal facilities and provide them with 
the guidance needed to comply with the 
law. 


DATES: Written comments and requests 
to speak at the public hearing must be 
delivered or mailed by August 23, 1983. 
The amendment is proposed to be 
effective with respect to the collection of 
tax on hazardous waste after September 
30, 1983 and, with respect to the tax on 
petroleum and certain chemicals, after 
March 31, 1981. 





aAppress: Send comments and requests 
to speak at the public hearing to: 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 1111 
Constitution Avenue, N.W. Washington, 
D.C, 20224 Attention: CC:LR:T (LR-33- 
83). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ada S.-Rousso of the Legislation and 
Regulations Division, Office of Chief 
Counsel, Internal Revenue Service, 1111 
Constitution Avenue, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20224 Attention: (CC:LR:T) 202-566- 
4336, not a toll-free call. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: . 


Background 


A new Part 52, Environmental Taxes 
on Petroleum and Certain Chemicals 
and Hazardous Waste, is added by this 
document to Title 26 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations. This document 
contains proposed amendments to the 
regulations relating to certain 
procedural requirements under sections 
6011, 6071, 6091, 6151 and 6302 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (Code}, 
to conform the regulations to sections 
211 (Pub. L. 96.510, 94 Stat. 2797) and 231 
(a) (Pub. L. 96-510, 94 Stat. 2803) of the 
Hazardous Substance Response 
Revenue Act of 1980 (Act) and are to be 
issued under the authority contained is 
sections 6011 (68A Stat. 732, 26 U.S.C. 
6011), 6071 (68A Stat. 749, 26 U.S.C. 
6071), 6091 (68A Stat. 752, 26 U.S.C. 
6091), 6302 (68A Stat. 775, 26 U.S.C. 
6302), and 7805 (68A Stat. 917, 26 U.S.C. 
7805) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954. 

On July 22, 1981, temporary 
regulations were published in the 
Federal Register (46 FR 37631) under 
sections 6011, 6071, 6091, 6151, and 6302 
of the Code. The temporary regulations 
related to procedural requirements for 
the payment of environmental taxes 
under sections 4611, 4612, 4661, and 4662 
of the Code to conform to section 211 of 
the Hazardous Substance Response 
Revenue Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 96-510, 94 
Stat. 2797). 

Section 231 (a) of the Act added 
sections 4681 and 4682 to the Code, 
which sections generally impose a tax 
on the receipt after September 30, 1983, 
of hazardous waste at a qualified 
hazardous waste disposal facility. The 
proposed regulations provided by this 
document add a new Part 52 which is 
the same as the temporary regulations 
published on July 22, 1981, except that it 
would also apply the collection 
procedures to the tax on hazardous 
waste. 


Comments; Public Hearing 


Before adoping these proposed 
regulations, consideration will be given 


to any written comments that are 
submitted (preferably seven copies) to 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
All comments will be available for 
inspection and copying. A public 
hearing has been scheduled and will be 
held on September 1, 1983. Notice of the 
time and place of the hearing appears in 
the proposed rules section of this issue 
of the Federal Register. 

The collection of information 
requirements contained in this notice of 
proposed rulemaking have been 
submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) for review under 
section 3504 (h) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act. Comments on these 
requirements should be sent to the 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs of OMB, Attention: Desk Officer 
for Internal Revenue Service, New 
Executive Office Building, Washington 
D. C. 20503. The Internal Revenue 
Service requests that persons submitting 
comments on these requirements to 
OMB also send copies of those 
comments to the Service. 


Special Analyses 


The Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue has determined that this 
proposed rule is not a major rule as 
defined in Executive Order 12291. 
Accordingly, A Regulatory Impact 
Analysis is not required. Pursuant to 5 
U.S.C 605 (b), The Secretary of the 
Treasury has certified that this rule if 
issued will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. A Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis is therefore not 
required. ‘1 ~ proposed regulations do 
not have a significant economic impact 
on small entities because the taxpayer 
who is required to pay environmental 
taxes will merely complete Form 720 
(Quarterly Federal Excise Tax Return). 
The information needed to fill out this 
form is readily available to the 
taxpayer. 


Drafting Information 


The principal author of these 
proposed regulations is Ada S. Rousso 
of the Legislation and Regulations 
Division of the Office of Chief Counsel, 
Internal Revenue Service. However, 
personnel from other offices of the 
Internal Revenue Service and Treasury 
Department participated in developing 
the regulations both on matters of 
substance and style. 


List of Subjects in 26 CFR Part 52 


Environmental Taxes on Petroleum 
and Certain Chemicals, Hazardous 
waste. 
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Proposed amendments to the 
Regulations 


The proposed amendment to 26 CFR is 
as follows: 

Paragraph. Part 57 of 26 CFR entitled 
“Temporary Regulations in Connection 
with Environmental Taxes” is 
redesignated as Part 52 and revised to 
read as follows: 


PART 52—ENVIRONMENTAL TAXES 
ON PETROLEUM AND CERTAIN 
CHEMICALS AND HAZARDOUS 
WASTE 


Sec. 

52.6011(a)-1 Returns. 

52.6011(a)-2 Final returns. 

52.607i1(a)-1 Time for filing returns. 

52.6091-1 Place for filing returns. 

52.6151-1 Time and place for paying tax 
shown on return. 

52.6302(c)-1 Use of government 
depositaries. 

Authority. Secs. 6011 (68A Stat. 732, 26, 
U.S.C. 6011), 6071 (68A Stat. 749, 26 U.S.C. 
6071), 6091 (68A Stat. 752, 26 U.S.C. 6091), 
6302 (68A Stat. 775, 26 U.S.C 6302), and 7805 
(68A Stat. 917, 26 U.S.C 7805) Internal 
Revenue of 1954 


§ 52.6011(a)-1 Returns. 


(a) Jn general. Effective as of April 1, 
1981, liability for tax imposed under 
section 4611, Imposition of Tax on 
Petroleum, or section 4661 Imposition of 
Tax on Certain Chemicals, shall be 
reported on Form 720, Quarterly Federal 
Excise Tax Return. Effective as of 
October 1, 1983, liability for tax imposed 
under section 4681, Imposition of Tax on 
Hazardous Waste, shall be reported on 
Form 720, Quarterly Federal Excise Tax 
Return. Except as provided in 
paragraphs (b)(1) and (2) of this section, 
a return on Form 720 shall be filed for a 
period of one calendar quarter beginning 
with the quarter ending June 30, 1981, in 
the case of the taxes imposed under 
sections 4661 and 4611, and the quarter 
ending December 31, 1983, in the case of 
the tax imposed under section 4681. 
Every person required to make a return 
on Form 720 for the return period ended 
June 30, 1981, in the case of the taxes 
imposed under sections 4611 and 4661, 
or for the return period ended December 
31, 1983, in the case of the tax imposed 
by section 4681, shall make a return for 
each subsequent calendar quarter (or 
month or semimonthly period if required 
by the district director under paragraph 
(b) of this section), whether or not 
liability was incurred for any tax 
reportable on such return for such return 
period, until a final return has been filed 
in accordance with § 52.6011(a)-2. Every 
person not required to make a return on 
Form 720 for the return period ended 
June 30, 1981, in the case of the taxes 
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imposed under sections 4611 and 4661, 
or for the return period ended December 
31, 1983, in the case of the tax imposed 
under section 4681, shall make a return 
for the first calendar quarter thereafter 
in which the person incurs liability for 
tax imposed under section 4611, 4661, or 
4681 and shall make a return for each 
subsequent calendar quarter (or month 
or semimonthly period if required by the 
district director under paragraph (b) of 
this section) until a final return has been 
filed in accordance with § 52.6011(a)-2. 

(b) Monthly and semimonthly 
returns—{1) Requirement. If the district 
director determines that any taxpayer 
who is required to make a deposit of 
taxes under the provisions of 
§ 52.6302(c)-1 has failed to make 
deposits of such taxes, such taxpayer 
shall be required, if so notified in writing 
by the district director, to file a montly 
or semimonthly return on Form 720, 
except that, if some other form is 
furnished by the district director for use 
in lieu of Form 720, the return shall be 
made on such other form. Every person 
so notified by the district director shall 
make a return for the calendar month or 
semimonthly period (as defined in 
§ 52.6302(c)—1{c)(1)) in which the notice 
is received and for each calendar month 
or semimonthly period thereafter until 
the taxpayer has filed a final return or is 
required to make returns on the basis of 
a different return period pursuant to 
notification as provided in paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section. 

(2) Change of requirement. At the 
district director's discretion, the 
taxpayer may be notified in writing that 
the taxpayer is required to make a 
quarterly or monthly return if the 
taxpayer has been filing returns for a 
semimonthly period or is required to 
‘make a quarterly or semimonthly return, 
if the taxpayer has been filing monthly 
returns. 

(3) Return for period change takes 
effect. If a taxpayer who has been filing 
quarterly returns receives notice to file a 
monthly or semimonthly return or a 
taxpayer who has been filing monthly 
returns receives notice to file a 
semimonthly return, the first return 
required pursuant to the notice shall be 
made for the month or semimonthly 
period in which the notice is received 
and all prior months or semimonthly 
periods which are not includible in a 
prior period for which the taxpayer is 
required to file a return. If a taxpayer 
who has been filing monthly or . 
semimonthly returns receives notice to 
file a quarterly return, the last month or 
semimonthly period for which a return 
shall be made is the last month or 
semimonthly period of the calendar 


quarter in which such notice is received. 
If a taxpayer who has been filing 
semimonthly returns receives notice to 
file a monthly return, the last 
semimonthly period for which a return ~- 
shall be made is the last semimonthly 
period of the month in which such notice 
is received. 


§ 52.6011(a)-2 Final returns. 

(a) Jn general. Any person who is 
required to make a return on Form 720 
pursuant to § 52.6011(a)-1, and who in 
any return period ceases operations in 
respect of which the person is required 
to make a return on such form, shall 
make such return for such period as a 
final return. Each return made as a final 
return shall be marked “Final Return” 
by the person filing the return. A person 
who has only temporarily ceased to 
incur liability for tax required to be 
reported on Form 720, because of 
temporary or seasonal suspension of 
business or for other reasons, shall not 
make a final return but shall continue to 
file returns. 

(b) Statement to accompany final 
return. There shall be executed as a part 
of each final return a statement showing 
the address at which the records 
required by the regulations in this part 
will be kept, the name of the person 
keeping such records, and, if the 
business of a taxpayer has been sold or 
otherwise transferred to another person, 
the name and address of such person 
and the date on which such sale or 
transfer took place. If no such sale or 
transfer occurred or the taxpayer does 
not know the name of the person to 
whom the business was sold or 
transferred, that fact should be included 
in the statement. 


§ 52.6071(a)-1 Time for filing returns. 

(a) Quarterly returns. Each return 
required to be made under paragraph (a) 
of § 52.6011(a)-1 for a return period of 
not less than one calendar quarter shall 
be filed on or before the last day of the 
first calendar month following the 
period for which it is made. However, a 
return may be filed on or before the 10th 
day of the second calendar month 
following such period if timely deposits 
under section 6302(c) of the Code and 
the regulations thereunder have been 
made in full payment of such taxes due 
for the period. For the purpose of the 
immediately preceding sentence, a 
deposit which is not required by such 
regulations in respect of the return 
period may be made on or before the 
last day of the first calendar month 
following the close of such period, and 
the timeliness of any deposit will be 
determined by the earliest date stamped 
on the applicable deposit form by an 
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authorized financial institution or by a 
Federal Reserve bank. 

(b) Monthly and semimonthly 
return—{1) Monthly returns. Each return 
required to be made for a monthly 
period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
§ 52.6011(a)—1 shall be filed not later 
than the 15th day of the month following 
the period for which it is made. 

(2) Semimonthly returns. Each return 
required to be made for a semimonthly 
period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
§ 52.6011(a)—1 shall be filed not later 
than the 10th day of the semimonthly 
period following the period for which it 
is made. 

(c) Last day for filing. For provisions 
relating to the time for filing a return 
when the prescribed due date falls on 
Saturday, Sunday, or a legal holiday, see 
§ 301.7503—-1 of this chapter (Regulations 
on Procedure and Administration). 
Section 7502, relating to timely mailing 
treated as timely filing and paying, shall 
apply to the same extent it applies to the 
collection of taxes under Chapter 32, 
relating to Manufacturers’ Excise Taxes. 

(d) Late filing. For additions to the tax 
in case of failure to file a return within 
the prescribed time, see § 301.6651-1 of 
this chapter (Regulations on Procedure 
and Administration). 


§ 52.6091-1 Place for filing returns. 


(a) Persons other than corporations. 
The return of a person other than a 
corporation shall be filed with the 
district director for the internal revenue 
district in which is located the principal 
place of business or legal residence of 
such person. If such person has no 
principal place of business or legal 
residence in any internal revenue 
district, the return shall be filed with the 
District Director at Baltimore, Md. 21202, 
except as provided in paragraph (c) of 
this section. 

(b) Corporations. The return of a 
corporation shall be filed with the 
district director for the district in which 
is located the principal place of business 
or principal office or agency of the 
corporation, except as provided in 
paragraph (c) of this section. 

(c) Returns of taxpayers outside the 
United States. The return of a person 
(other than a corporation) outside the 
United States having no legal residence 
or principal place of business in any 
internal revenue district, or the return of 
a corporation having no principal place 
of business or principal office or agency 
in any internal revenue district, shall be 
filed with the Director of International 
Operations, Internal Revenue Service, 
Washington, D.C. 20225, unless the 
principal place of business or legal 
residence of such person, or the 
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principal place of business or principal 
office or agency of such corporation, is 
located in the Virgin Islands or Puerto 
Rico, in which case the return shall be 
filed with the Director of International 
Operations, U.S. Internal Revenue 
Service, Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 00917. 

(d) Returns filed with service centers. 
Notwithstanding paragraphs (a), (b), and 
(c) of this section, whenever instructions 
applicable to such returns provide that 
the returns shall be filed with a service 
center, such returns shall be so filed in 
accordance with such instructions. 

(e) Hand-carried returns. Except as 
provided in paragraph (e)(3) of this 
section, and notwithstanding paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of section 6091 (b) and 
paragraph (d) of this section— 

(1) Persons other than corporations. 
Returns of persons other than 
corporations which are filed by hand 
carrying shall be filed with the district 
director (or with any person assigned 
the administrative supervision of an 
area, zone, or local office constituting a 
permanent post of duty within the 
internal revenue district of such 
director) as provided in paragraph (a) of 
this section. 

(2) Corporations. Returns of 
corporations which are filed by hand 
carrying shall be filed with the district 
director (or with any person assigned 
the administrative supervision of an 
area, zone, or local office constituting a 
permanent post of duty within the 
internal revenue district of such 
director) as provided in paragraph (b) of 
this section. 

(3) Exceptions. This paragraph (e) 
shall not apply to returns of— 

(i) Persons who have no legal 
residence, no principal place of 
business, nor principal office or agency 
in any internal revenue district, 

(ii) Citizens of the United States 
whose principal place of abode for the 
period with respect to which the return 
is filed is outside the United States, 

(iii) Persons who claim the benefits of 
section 911 (relating to earned income 
from sources without the United States), 
section 931 (relating to income from 
sources within possessions of the United 
States), or section 933 (relating to 
income from sources within Puerto 
Rico), and 

(iv) Nonresident alien persons and 
foreign corporations. 

(f} Permission to file in district other 
than required district. The 
Commissioner may permit the filing of 
any return required to be made under 
the regulations in this part in any 
internal revenue district, 
notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 


6091(b) and paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (d), 
and (e) of this section. 


52.6151-1 Time and place for paying tax 
shown on return. 

The tax required to be reported on 
each tax return required under this part 
is due and payable to the internal 
revenue officer with whom the return is 
filed at the time prescibed in 
§ 52.6071(a)—1 for filing such return. See 
the applicable sections in Part 301 of 
this chapter (Regulations on Procedure 
and Administration), for provisions 
relating to interest on underpayments, 
additions to tax, and penalties. For 
provisions relating to the use of Federal 
Reserve banks or authorized financial 
institutions in depositing the taxes, see 
§ 52.6302(c)-1. 


§ 52.6302(c)-1 Use of Government 
depositaries. 

(a) Requirements—{1) Monthly 
deposit. Except as provided in 
paragraph (a)(2), (a)(3), or (a)(4) of this 
section, if for any calendar month, other 
than the last month of a calendar 
quarter, any person required to file a 
quarterly excise tax return on Form 720 
has a total liability of more than $100 for 
all excise taxes reportable on such form, 
the amount of such liability for taxes (to 
which this part relates) shall be 
deposited with a Federal Reserve bank 
or authorized financial institution on or 
before the last day of the month 
following such month. 

(2) Semimonthly Deposit. This 
paragraph (a)(2) applies to excise taxes 
(to which this part relates) which are 
reportable on Form 720 by any person 
whose total liability for all excise taxes 
reportable on Form 720 for any calendar 
month in the preceding calendar quarter 
exceeds $2,000. In any case to which this 
paragraph (a)(2) applies (except as 
provided in paragraphs (a)(3) or (a)(4) of 


« this section), the excise tax payable 


under this part for a semimonthly period 
(as defined in paragraph (c)(1) of this 
section) shall be deposited by such 
person in a Federal Reserve bank or 
authorized financial institution on or 
before the depositary receipt date (as 
defined in paragraph (c)(2) of this 
section). A person will be considered to 
have complied with the requirements of 
this paragraph (a)(2) for a semimonthly 
period if— 

(i) The person’s deposit for such 
semimonthly period is not less than 90 
percent of the total amount of the excise 
taxes (to which this part and Parts 46, 
48, and 49 relate) reportable on Form 720 
for such period and if such period occurs 
in a month other than the last month in a 
calendar quarter, the person deposits 
any underpayment for such month by 
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the 9th day of the second month 
following such month; or 

(ii) The person's deposit for each 
semimonthly period in the month is not 
less than 45 percent of the total amount 
of the excise taxes (to which this part 
and Parts 46, 48, and 49 relate) 
reportable on Form 720 for the month, 
and if such month is other than the last 
month in a calendar quarter, the person 
deposits any underpayment for such 
month by the 9th day of the second 
month following such month; or 

(iii) The person’s deposit for each 
semimonthly period in the month is not 
less than 50 percent of the total -amount 
of the excise taxes (to which this part 
and Parts 46, 48, and 49 relate) 
reportable on Form 720 for the second 
preceding calendar month, and if such 
month is other than the last month in a 
calendar quarter, the person deposits 
any underpayment for such month by 
the 9th day of the second month 
following such month; 

(iv) The requirements of paragraph 
(a)(2)(i), (a)(2)(ii), or (a)(2)(iii) of this 
section (if applicable under the last 
sentence of this paragraph (a)(2)) are 
satisfied for the first semimonthly period 
in the month and the person's deposit 
for the second semimonthly period in 
such month is, when added to the 
deposit for such first semimonthly 
period, not less than 90 percent of the 
total amount of the excise taxes to 
which this part relates reportable by the 
person on Form 720 for such month, and 
if such period occurs in a month other 
than the last month in a calendar 
quarter, the person deposits any 
underpayment for such month by the 9th 
day of the second month following such 
month. 


Accordingly, a person who makes 
deposits in accordance with the 
provisions of paragraph (a)(2)(ii), 
(a)(2)(iii), or (a)(2)(iv) of this section will 
not find it necessary to keep books and 
records on a semimonthly basis. 
However, paragraph (a)(2)(ii) or 
(a)(2)(iii) of this section shall not apply 
to any such person who normally incurs 
in the first semimonthly period in each 
month more than 75 percent of the total 
excise tax liability (to which this part 
and Parts 46, 48, and 49 relate) for the 
month. 

(3) Exception. The provisions of this 
section shall not apply with respect to 
taxes for the month or the semimonthly 
period in which the taxpayer receives 
notice from the district director that 
returns are required under paragraph 
(b)(1) or (2) of § 52.6011(a)-1, of any 
subsequent month or semimonthly 
period for which a return is required. 
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(4) No deposit for the calendar quarter 
ending June 30, 1981. No deposit is 
required under the provisions of this 
part 52 with respect to the taxes payable 
for the calendar quarter ending June 30, 
1981. 

(b) Special requirements. The 
provisions of this paragraph (b) apply to 
every person (whether or not required 
by paragraph (a)(1) or (a)(2) of this 
section to make a deposit of taxes) 
required to file a quarterly excise tax 
return on Form 720 for a calendar 
quarter who has a total liability for all 
excise taxes (to which this part and 
Parts 46, 48, and 49 relate) reportable on 
such form which exceeds by more than 
$100 the total amount of taxes deposited 
pursuant to paragraph (a)(1) or (2) of this 
section for the quarter. The person shall, 
on or before the last day of the month 
following the calendar quarter for which 
the return is required to be filed, deposit 
with a Federal Reserve bank or 
authorized financial institution the full 
amount by which the liability for all 
excise taxes reportable on such form for 
the calendar quarter exceeds the 
amount of excise taxes previously 
deposited for that calendar quarter. 

(c) Definitions. The terms enumerated 
in this section are to be defined in the 
following manner: 

(1) Semimonthly period. A 
“semimonthly period” means the first 15 
days of a calendar month or the portion 
of a calendar month following the 15th 
day of the month. 

(2) Depositary receipt date. The 
“depositary receipt date” is the 9th day 
of the semimonthly period following the 
semimonthly period for which the taxes 
are reportable. 

(d) Depositary forms—(1) In general. 
A person required to make deposits by 
paragraphs (a) (1) or (2) or (b) of this 
section may make one, or more than 
one, remittance of the amount required 
to be deposited. An amount of such tax 
which is not required to be deposited 
may nevertheless be deposited if the 
person liable for the tax so desires. 

(2) Remittance. Each remittance of an 
amount required to be deposited shall 
be accompanied by a Federal Tax 
Deposit, Excise Taxes, form (Form 504) 
which shall be prepared in accordance 
with the applicable instructions. The 
remittance, together with Form 504, shall 
be forwarded to a Federal Reserve bank, 
or, at the election of the person making 
the remittance, forwarded to a financial 
institution authorized in accordance 
with Treasury Department Circular No. 
1079, 31 CFR Part 214, to accept 
remittances of the taxes for 
transmission to a Federal Reserve bank. 
The timeliness of the deposit will be 
determined by the date stamped on the 


Federal Tax Deposit form by a Federal 
Reserve bank or by the authorized 
financial institution, whichever is 
earlier. Section 7502(e), relating to 
timely mailing treated as timely filing 
and paying, shall apply to the same 
extent it applies to the collection of 
taxes under Chapter 32, relating to 
Manufacturers’ Excise Taxes. Each 
person making deposits pursuant to this 
section shall report on the return for the 
period with respect to which such 
deposits are made information regarding 
such deposits in accordance with the 
instructions applicable to such return 
and pay (or deposit by the due date of 
such return) the balance, if any of the 
taxes due for such period. 

(3) Time deemed paid. Amounts 


deposited under paragraph (d)(2) of this | 


section shall be considered as paid on 
the last day prescribed for filing the 
return for the tax (determined without 
regard to any extension of time for filing 
such return), or at the time deposited, 
whichever is later. 

(4) Procurement of prescribed forms. 
Copies of Form 504 will so far as 
possible be furnished persons required 
to deposit. The person may secure the 
forms or additional forms by applying 
for them to the district director or 
director of a service center and by 
supplying the person’s name, 
identification number, address, the type 
of tax, and the taxable period to which 
the deposits will relate. 

A person will not be excused from 
making a deposit, however, by the fact 
that no form has been furnished. A 
person not supplied with 1 \e proper 
form should make application for it in 
ample time to make the required deposit 
within the time prescribed. 

James I. Owens, 

Acting Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
[FR Doc. 83-16997 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4830-01-M 


26 CFR Part 52 
[LR-33-83] 


imposition of Taxes on Hazardous 
Waste; Public Hearing on Proposed 
Regulations 


AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service, 
Treasury. 

ACTION: Notice of public hearing on 
proposed regulations. 


SUMMARY: This document provides 
notice of a public hearing on proposed 
regulations relating to the imposition of 
taxes on the receipt of hazardous waste 
at a qualified hazardous waste disposal 
facility. 
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DATES: The public hearing will be held 
on Thursday, September 1, 1983 
beginning at 10:00 a.m. Outlines of oral 
comments must be delivered or mailed 
by August 18, 1983. 


appREss: The public hearing will be 
held in the I.R.S. Auditorium, Seventh 
Floor, 7400 Corridor, Internal Revenue 
Building, 1111 Constitution Avenue, 
NW., Washington, D.C. The requests to 
speak and outlines of oral comments 
should be submitted to the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Attn: 
CC:LR:T (LR-33-83), Washington, D.C. 
20224. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lou Ann Craner of the Legislation and 
Regulations Division, Office of Chief 
Counsel, Internal Revenue Service, 1111 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20224, 202-566-3935, not a toll-free 
call. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
subject of the public hearing is proposed 
regulations under section 6011 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954. The 
proposed regulations appear in the 
Proposed Rules Section of this issue of 
the Federal Register (See FR Doc. 83- 
16997). 


The rules of § 601.601 (a)(3) of the 
“Statement of Procedural Rules” (26 
CFR Part 601) shall apply with respect to 
the public hearing. Persons who submit 
written comments within the time 
prescribed in the notice of proposed 
rulemaking and who also desire to 
present oral comments at the hearing on 
the proposed regulations should submit 
not later than August 18, 1983, an outline 
of the oral comments to be presented at 
the hearing and the time they wish to 
devote to each subject. 

Each speaker will be limited to 10 
minutes for an oral presentation 
exclusive of the time consumed by 
questions from the panel for the 
government and answers to these 
questions. 

Because of controlled access 
restrictions, attendees cannot be 
admitted beyond the lobby of the 
Internal Revenue Building until 9:45 a.m. 

An agenda showing the scheduling of 
the speakers will be made after outlines 
are received from the speakers. Copies 
of the agenda will be available free of 
charge at the hearing. 


By direction of the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue. 
George H. Jelly, 
Director, Legislation and Regulations 
Division. 
[FR Doc. 83-16998 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4830-01-" 





ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Part 52 
[A-9-FRL 2353-3] 


Approval and Promulgation of 
implementation Plans; State of 
California 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: The California Air Resources 


Board (ARB) submitted to EPA Yolo- 
Solano Air Pollution Control District 
(APCD) new source review rules for 
incorporation into the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP). EPA is 
proposing to approve these rules, as 
they have been evaluated and found in 
accordance with EPA policy and 40 CFR 
Part 51. 
DATE: Comments must be received by 
July 25, 1983. 
ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be addressed to the EPA Region 9, Air 
Programs Branch (address below). 
Copies of the rules are available for 
public inspection during normal 
business hours at the EPA Region 9 
office and at the following locations: 
California Air Resources Board, 1102 
“Q” Street, P.O. Box 2815, 
Sacramento, CA 95812 
Yolo-Solano Air Pollution Control 
District, 323 First Street, Suite 5, P.O. 
Box 1006, Woodland, CA 95695. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Douglas Grano, Chief, State 
Implementation Plan Section, Air 
Programs Branch, Air Management 
Division, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9, 215 Fremont Street, 
San Francisco, CA 94105, (415) 974-7641. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


On February 25, 1980 the California 
Air Resources Board (ARB) submitted to 
EPA new source review Rules 3.4.1 
_ “Standards for Granting Applications” 

’ and 3.4.2 “Conditional Approval” for the 
Yolo-Solano Air Pollution Control 
District (APCD). 

On June 18, 1982 (47 FR 26379) EPA 
announced the availability of these SIP 
revisions along with revisions for 
several other counties in California and 
took final action to approve them. In 
that notice, EPA advised the public that 
it was deferring the effective date of its 
approval for 60 days. EPA announced 
that, if, within 30 days of the publication 
of the approval notice, EPA received 
notice that someone wished to submit 
adverse or critical comments, EPA 


would withdraw the approval and begin 
a new rulemaking by proposing the 
action and establishing a 30-day 
comment period. EPA also published a 
general notice announcing this special 
procedure on September 4, 1981 (46 FR 
44476.) 

On July 12 and August 24, 1982, 
comment letters were received by EPA 
in which james A. Koslow, Air Pollution 
Control Officer of the Yolo-Solano 
APCD, objected to EPA's approval of the 
two rules. 

EPA did not receive notice or 
comments from the public on the 
approval of the other revisions to the 
California SIP, as listed in the Federal 
Register of June 18, 1982 (47 FR 26379). 
Discussion 

These rules, in accordance with 
normal SIP procedures, were initially 
adopted and submitted by the Yolo- 
Solano APCD to the ARB which, in turn, 
reviewed and submitted them to EPA. 
During this process, the ARB held a 
public hearing and renumbered and 
deleted portions of the District's rules. 
This action was taken by the ARB to 
make technical corrections and to 
improve the consistency of these rules 
with other APCD’s throughout the State. 

Mr. Koslow comments that this action 
changes and interferes with the indexing 
sequence of rules adopted by the 
District. He recommends that EPA adopt 
into the SIP the rules adopted and 
recognized by the District. 

However, the Clean Air Act clearly 
designates the State as the responsible 
agency for adoption and submittal of the 
SIP. EPA can only take approval/ 
disapproval action on the rules 
submitted by the ARB. We cannot 
rewrite the rules. Therefore, Mr. 
Koslow’s objective cannot be addressed 
by EPA. 

Furthermore, EPA does not find any 
substantive deficiencies in the ARB 
submitted rules. These rules are 
consistent with requirements of Section 
110 of the Clean Air Act and 40 CFR Part 
51. 


Proposed Action 


Therefore, in accordance with the 
procedure described above, EPA is 
today proposing to approve Rules 3.4.1 
and 3.4.2. Interested persons are invited 
to submit comments on this proposed 
approval. EPA will consider all 
comments received within thirty days of 
the publication of this notice. 


Regulatory Process — 
Elsewhere in today’s Federal Register, 
EPA is taking final action to withdraw 


its June 18, 1982 approval of Rules 3.4.1 
and 3.4.2 of the Yolo-Solano APCD. 
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Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
605(b) the Administrator has certified 
that SIP approvals do not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities (46 
FR 8709.) The Office of Management and 
Budget has exempted this rule from the 
requirements of Section 3 of Executive 
Order 12291. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 


Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur 
oxides, Nitrogen dioxide, Lead, 
Particulate matter, Carbon monoxide, 
Hydrocarbons, Intergovernmental 
relations. 

Authority: Sections 110{a) and 301(a), 
Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7410(a) 
and 7601(a)). 

Dated: April 11, 1983. 

Sonia F. Crow, 

Regional Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 83-17040 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


40 CFR Part 52 
{A-2-FRL 2368-3] 


Approval and Promulgation of 
implementation Plans; Revision to the 
New York State implementation Plan 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


summary: On November 10, 1980 (45 FR 
74472) the New York State 
Implementation Plan for the Niagara 
Frontier area (Erie and Niagara 
Counties) was conditionally approved 
with regard to its ability to meet the 
sulfur dioxide control requirements of 
Part D of the Clean Air Act. This notice 
discusses the two conditions on 
approval involving sulfur dioxide, and 
announces the Environmental Protection 
Agency's intent to find the provisions of 
these conditions met. 
DATE: Comments must be received on ur 
before July 25, 1983. 
ADDRESSES: All comments should be 
addressed to: Jacqueline E. Schafer, 
Regional Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region II, 26 Federal 
Plaza, New York, New York 10278. 
Copies of the State submittals are 
available for inspection during business 
hours at the following locations: 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region II—Room 1005, 26 Federal 
Plaza, New York, New York 10278. 
New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, Division 
of Air, 50 Wolf Road, Albany, New 
York 12233. 
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New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, Region 
9, 600 Delaware Avenue, Buffalo, New 
York 14202. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William S. Baker, Chief, Air Programs 
Branch, Room 1005, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region II, 26 Federal 
Plaza, New York, New York 10278, (212) 
264-2517. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Introdution 


On November 10, 1980 (45 FR 74472) 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) conditionally approved revisions 
to the New York State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) addressing attainment of the 
national ambient air quality standards 
for sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide and 
ozone in areas of the Niagara Frontier 
Air Quality Control Region (Erie and 
Niagara Counties) designated as 
nonattainment for these pollutants. The 
reader is referred to EPA's April 29, 1980 
notice of proposed rulemaking (45 FR 
28371) and to the aforementioned 
November 10, 1980 final rulemaking 
notice for further background and 
discussion of today’s proposed action. 


This notice deals with the adequacy 
of submittals dated March 23, 1981 and 
August 19, 1982 from the New York State 
Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) in response to 
two of the conditions promulgated at 40 
CFR 52.1674, “Part D—Conditions on 
approval.” These conditions relate to the 
SIP’s ability to meet the sulfur dioxide 
control requirements of Part D of the 
Clean Air Act. 


II. Condition g(1) 


On or before January 1, 1981 the State 
must submit to EPA adequate test 
procedures for determining the 
compliance of coke making equipment 
with the sulfur compound mass 
emission standard contained in Part 214. 

The State in its March 23, 1981 letter 
submitted an interim policy« 
memorandum to fulfill this condition. 
This policy memorandum lists a five- 
step procedure to determine compliance 
with New York's coke oven gas 
standard of 0.5 grains of sulfur 
compounds (measured as hydrogen 
sulfide) per dry standard cubic foot of 
total coke oven gas produced. (The State 
has corrected its earlier typographical 
error of a 0.05 grains per dry standard 
cubic foot limit.) This procedure 
includes measurement of flow rates by 


the use of orifice meters and analysis of 
the gas stream by the Tutweiller 
titration method, and has been 
implemented by the State under the 
authority of 6 NYCRR Section 202.3. In a 
revision to Part 214, currently proposed 
by the State, the procedure referred to 
above would be adopted in regulatory 
form. 


Ill. Condition g(2) 


On or before January 1, 1981 the State 
must revise § 200.1(j), “By-product coke 
oven battery,” to provide for an 
acceptable definition of coke oven 
batteries. 


On August 19, 1982 the State 
submitted to EPA a proposed revision to 
6 NYCRR 200, “General Provisions,” 
which was subsequently adopted on 
April 7, 1983. This regulation now 
defines “by-product coke oven battery” 
as follows: “A process for the _ 
destructive distillation of coal and 
separation of gaseous and liquid 
distillates from the carbon residue or 
coke, which includes ovens, charging 
systems (including larry cars, jumper 
pipe charging conveyors from coal 
storage and/or weigh bins), auxiliary 
gas collection systems, heating systems 
and flues, pushing systems, door 
machines, mud trucks, quench cars, 
quenching systems, desulfurization 
systems, sulfur recovery units, waste 
heat stacks and air cleaning devices or 
control equipment {including oven 
patching equipment, door hoods, sheds 
and other hvods, either movable or 
stationary and with or without water 


sprays).” 
IV. EPA] Proposed Action 


EPA proposes to find that the State’s 
March 23, 1981 and August 19, 1982 
submissions adequately meet the two 
applicable conditions on its approval of 
the New York SIP. These corrective 
actions were found to be necessary to 
clearly define applicable sulfur dioxide 
emission standards. If emission 
limitations are not clearly defined, the 
emission reduction assumed in the SIP 
may not be valid. 


Upon review, EPA believes that the 
State’s policy memorandum contained in 
the March 23, 1981 letter meets the 
objectives of 40 CFR 52.1674(g)(1) in 
substance. EPA proposes to find that it 
fulfills the corrective action underlying 
the specific condition addressed in this 
notice. Consequently, if today's action is 
finalized as proposed, the condition will 
be deleted, based on the State’s 
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proposal to incorporate its policy 
memorandum into regulatory form. 


V. Public Comment 


This notice is issued as required by 
Section 110 of the Clean Air Act, as 
amended, to advise the public that 
comments may be submitted with regard 
to whether the action proposed with 
respect to the New York SIP for sulfur 
dioxide control in the Niagara Frontier 
area should be approved or 
disapproved. The Administrator's 
decision regarding approval or 
disapproval of this proposed plan 
revision will be based on whether it 
meets the requirements of Sections 110 
and 172 of the Clean Air Act and 
applicable EPA requirements in 40 CFR 
Part 51. 

Comments received by July 25, 1983, 
will be considered in EPA’s final 
decision. All comments received will be 
available for inspection at the Region II 
Office of EPA at 26 Federal Plaza, Room 
1005, New York, New York 10278. 

Under Executive Order 12291, EPA 
must judge whether a regulation is 
“Major” and therefore subject to the 
requirement of a Regulatory Impact 
Analysis. This regulation is not Major 
because it will reduce, rather than 
increase, the burden on the regulated 
community. In effect, if this action is 
promulgated, two conditions on EPA's 
approval of the New York SIP will be 
removed. 

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
605(b), I hereby certify that the attached 
rule will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. This action only revokes a 
conditional approval requirement. It 
imposes no new requirements. 

The Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) has exempted this regulation 
from OMB review requirements of 
Section 3 of Executive Order 12291. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 


Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur 
oxides, Nitrogen dioxide, Lead, . 
Particulate matter, Carbon monoxide, 
Hydrocarbons. 

(Secs. 110, 172 and 301, Clean Air Act, as 

amended (42 U.S.C. 7410, 7472, and 7601)) 
Dated: May 9, 1983. 

Jacqueline E. Schafer, 

Regional Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency. 

[FR Doc. 83-17031 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 


47 CFR Part 68 


(Docket No. CC 81-216; RM-2845; RM-2930; 
RM-3195; RM-3206; RM-3227; RM-3283; 
RM-3316; RM-3329; ; RM-3501; 
RM-3526; RM-3530; RM-4054; FCC 83-268) 


Amendment of the Commission’s 


Network; and Inquiry Into Standards 
for Inclusion of One and Two-Line 
Business and Residential Premises 
Wiring and Party Line Service in Part 
68 of the Commission’s Rules 


AGENCY: Federal Communication 
Commission. 

ACTION: Third notice of proposed 
rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: The Commission proposes to 
accommodate the registration of channel 
service units used in conjunction with 
American Telephone and Telegraph 
Company’s Dataphone Digital Service. 
Included is a decision rejecting retention 
of such units as part of the 
communications service itself. The rules 
proposed are those offered by the 
Independent Data Communications 
Manufacturers Association in RM-3530, 
which was discussed initially in Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking and Inquiry in 
this Docket, 46 FR 22215 (April 16, 1981). 
The Commission also proposes a new 
simulator circuit for registration testing, 
which was offered in RM-—4054. 


DATES: Comments due on or before July 
29, 1983. Reply comments due on or 
before August 17, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James M. Talens, Chief, Domestic 
Services Branch, Domestic Facilities 
Division, Federal Communications 
Commission, (Common Carrier Bureau), 
Washington, D.C. 20554, (202) 634-1800. 


List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 68 


Communications common carriers, 
Digital equipment. 

For purposes of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C. 603, the FCC 
certifies that the proposed rule 
amendments will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of smal! entities, though users of 
Dataphone Digital Service will have a 
choice of source for their channel 
service units. 


Third Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 


In the matters of Petitions seeking 
amendment of Part 68 of the Commission's 
Rules concerning Connection of Telephone 
Equipment, Systems and Protective 
Apparatus to the Telephone Network and 
Notice of Inquiry into Standards for Inclusion 


a ae 


of One and Two-Line Business and 
Residential Premises Wiring and Party Line 
Service in Part 68 of the Commission's Rules; 
CC Docket No. 81-216; RM-2845, RM-2930, 
RM-3195, RM-3206, RM-3227, RM-3283, RM- 
3316, RM-3329, RM-3348, RM-3501, RM-3526, 
RM-3530, RM-4054. 

Adopted: June 2, 1983. 

Released: June 14, 1983. 

By the Commission; Commissioner Fogarty 
not participating. 


I. Introduction 


1. By a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking and Notice of Inquiry in 
Docket No., CC 81-216 (NPRM-NOJ), 85 
FCC 2d 868 (1981), the Commission 
sought public comment on a number of 
rulemaking petitions and on its inquiry 
into other issues germane to Part 68 of 
the Commission's rules.’ Part 68 
provides the technical and procedural 
standards under which direct electrical 
connection of customer-provided 
telephone equipment, systems and 
protective apparatus (in the aggregate 
“customer premises equipment” or 
“CPE”) may be made to the nationwide 
network without harm and without a 
requirement for the interposition of 
telephone company-provided protective 
circuit arrangements (PCAs).? Part 68, 
the Commission noted, was developed, 
among other purposes, to eliminate the 
discrimination fostered by telephone 
companies that had required the 
interposition of telephone company- 
provided PCAs where customer- 
provided terminal equipment was 
directly connected yet did not require 
such PCAs where comparable telephone 
company-provided terminal equiptment 
was connected. 


2. In the Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) portion of the 
NPRM-NOI proceeding, the Commission 
considered, among other things, a 
petition for rulemaking filed by 
Independent Data Communications 
Manufacturers Association (IDCMA), 
RM-3530, which sought amendment of 
Part 68 of the rules to permit the 
registration and direct connection of 
customer-provided equipment to 
American Telephone and Telegraph 
Company’s (AT&T) Digital Data System 


? One of these issues involves the inclusion of 
non-system premises wiring under Part 68. A 
Second Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and Order 
(Second Notice), FCC 82-495, released November 
12, 1982, proposes such rules and includes the 
Commission's decision not to expand Part 68 to 
include party line service. 

* A PCA is an electronic device that prevents 
harmful voltages or signals emanating from 
customer-provided equipment or premises wiring 
from entering the telephone network. 
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[or Dataphone Digital Service] (DDS).* 
DDS is a digital communications service 
which terminates at the customer's 
premises in either a telephone company- 
provided channel service unit (CSU) or 
data service unit (DSU). The CSU 
provides a controlled, amplitude 
balanced interface in a modified bipolar 
format to the customer's data 
equipment. It also contains remote loop- 
back circuitry to test the DDS facilities 
between the customer’s location and the 
serving telephone company office. The 
DSU, in contrast, performs all the 
functions of the CSU and provides 
bipolar conversion, i.e., proper coding 
and decoding of signals, timing 
recovery, synchronous sampling, 
formatting, and generation and 
recognition of control signals. AT&T 
offered both the CSU and DSU in 
conjunction with the provision of DDS.‘ 

3. IDCMA’s petition claims that 
AT&T's requirement for a telephone 
company provided CSU “imposes 
unreasonable and discriminatory 
interconnection restrictions upon all 
DDS subscribers”. IDCMA further states 
that subscribers to DDS “should have 
the option of providing their own 
equipment without being forced to use 
and pay for interposed telephone 
company-supplied protective 
arrangements.”5 IDCMA compares the 
requirement for a CSU with the former 
requirement for a Data Access 
Arrangement on the switched analog 
network,® which no longer is required. 

IDCMA has offered a technical 
proposal which encompasses 
specification changes involving power 
limitations, longitudinal balance and 
means of standard connection, and 
grandfathering of equipment presently 
connected to a DDS line. Equipment 
registered to meet the proposed 
specifications would be directly 
connectible to DDS lines.” 

5. In the NPRM, the Commission 
observed that a decision to register 
CSU-like devices and permit their direct 
connection to.DDS would set a 
precedent for interconnection with 
future digital private line or MTS/ 
WATS services. It therefore decide to 
more closely examine the likelihood of 
unjust and unreasonable discrimination 
between customer-provided terminal 
equipment that includes CSU-like 
circuitry and telephone company- 


* The remaining rulemaking matters will be 
resolved in forthcoming Commission orders. 

* Since IDCMA filed its rulemaking petition, 
AT&T has unbundled the DSU and offers it as CPE, 
subject to stock depletion. DDS is now offered with 
the CSU as the standard “interface.” We therefore 
need only consider IDCMA's petition as it relates to 
the CSU. (See AT&T Tariff No. F.C.C. 271.) 

5 IDCMA Petition at 2. 

* Id. at 8. 

7 See attachment to IDCMA proposal at 1 and 2. 
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provided digital services that include the 
CSU. It also decided to examine the 
effects that a mandatory telephone 
company-provided CSU which 
inherently protects against network 
harm might have on interconnection and 
product innovation. 


6. To complete the record on these 
and related issues the Commission 
asked interested persons to comment on 
the following questions: 


1. Is it necessary fram a technical or 
policy viewpoint for DDS to utilize the 
CSU? Is there any version of the DDS 
offering that does not incorporate the 
CSU, e.g., customer premises to 
customer premises DDS circuits? Is the 
CSU generally intended to test the 
service or just the facilities utilized to 
provide the seryice, 


2. What is the likelihood that CSU-like 
devices will be required an other current 
or future digital service? What is the 
likely timetable for the introduction of 
digitization at the customer-loop level, 
for private line and MTS? 


3. Will all future CSU-like devices 
utilized in conjuction with the servics in 
question 2 inherently provide network 
protection? Is such protection readily 
separable fram the other functions of 
these devices? 


4. Should CSU-tike devices be 
considered part and parcel of their 
attendant services? If so, should they be 
required to rely solely on line-supplied 
power; and should they be transparent, 
i.e., offer no modification to the 
structure of the bit stream passing 
through them? Under what conditions if 
any, should such devices be registrable? 


5. On whieh side of the network 
interface will the CSU-like device be 
located? How will its location affect the 
definition of “demarcation point’? 


Pending resolution of these issues, the 
Commission decided to hold in 
abeyance disposition of Rm-3530 and to 
consider the CSU to be part and parcel 
of DDS for purposes of Part 68 
registration. 


7. While several parties offered 
comments to these questions, much of 
what was submitted revisited the 
arguments raised earlier in response to 
notice of RM-3530. Nonetheless, these 
comments, in conjunction with the 
earlier filings, provide us with an 
adequate record on which to base our 
final decisions herein. For the reasons 
set forth below, we reach the following 
conclusions: first, that CSUs and CSU- 
like devices [see para. 26] should be 
accorded the same regulatory treatment 


as customer-premises equipment (CPE) 
as set forth in our Computer HH 

decision; * second, we will offer for 
public comment rule amendments to 
Part 68 offered by IDCMA in RM-3530; 
three, in order to expedite the 
interconnection of CSU and digital 
network channel terminating equipment 
[NCTE}—like devices pending adoption 
of fina} rules, we will require AT&T to 
file appropriate tariff revisions to 
institute an interim plan specifying 
reasonable technical standards; and, 
finally, we will offer for public comment 
a proposal submitted by AT&T to amend 
Section 68.3 of the rules to permit an 
alternative termination circuit for use in 
2-wire loop simulator circuits (RM- 
4054). 


II. Comments of the Parties 


8. In the follqwing paragraphs, we 
summarize the responses of the 
commenters to the questions raised in 
the NPRM. 


Question 1: Need for the CSU 


9. In this question, we asked 
interested parties to comment on the 
necessity, from a technical or policy 
viewpoint, for DDS to utilize the CSU. 
Further, in order to better understand 
the options currently available to 
subscribers, we asked whether DDS 
could be obtained without the CSU at 
all. Finally, we asked whether the CSU, 
to the extent it prevides a testing 
function, is intended to examine the 
facilities alone, i.e., the loops and spans, 
or the service, .e., the overall 
performance of DDS, including certain 
circuitry within the CSUs themselves. 

10. IDCMA states that it is not 
necessary that DDS utilize telephone 
company-provided CSUs. It argues that 
DDS connections are actually no more 
than facility links between the custamer 
premises and the Bell hub office, with 
“limited distance baseband modems” at 
the end of these links. (IDCMA 
Comments at 34) It argues that the 
“functions performed by the CSU 
include data transmission and testing 
functions which have historically been 
incorporated within customer-provided 
terminal equipment.” IDCMA also 
argues that the test features of the CSU 
are “simple and incidental” to the CSU's 
data transmission function. 


* Amendment of Section 64.702 of the 
Commission's Rules and Regulations (Second 
Computer Inquiry), 77 FCC 2d 384, 439 (1989) (Final 
Decision), reconsideration, 84 FCC 2d 5@ (1980), 
further reconsideration, 86 FCC 2d $12 (1981), aff'd 
sub nom. CTIA v. FCC, F.2d 198 (D.C. Cir. 1982), 
cert. denied, —— U.S.L.W. —— (1983]. 
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11. For its part, AT&T states that the 
transmit ® and receive functions '° of 
the CSU are essential to meeting the 
performance standards specified in its 
DDS Technical Reference PUB 41021.!! 
AT&T argues that the CSU provides the 
customer with a stable interface where 
there exists variations in local loop 
facility parameters, and when 
technological changes occur in the 
network. [AT&T Comments at 65-66). 
Moreover, AT&T notes, the remotely 
activated loop-back testing function of 
the CSU *? “is necessary to support the 
high level of availability of DDS 
channels” and to reduce the need for 
mainterance personnel visits to 
customer locations. (AT&T Comments at 
66-67) AT&T concludes that requiring 
the telephone company to rely on 
customer-provided CSU-like devices 
would raise problems with regard to 
service operation and maintenance. 
(AT&T Comments at 68) 

12. Inits reply, IDCMA notes the 
underlying principle of Part 68—that 
direct connection to the network should 
be allowed—and urges that well- 
established, pro-competitive policies 
should not be abandoned merely 
because AT&T voices concern about 
joint engineering and operational 
requirements, service guarantees, and 
remote testing capabilities. Functions of 
the sort performed by the CSU, states 
IDCMA, are routinely performed by 
independently manufactured equipment 
used on other services, notably the 
limited distance modems used on local 
area data channels (LADC). (IDCMA 
Reply at 21-22) Further in this regard, 
IDCMA argues that service guarantees 
are largely due to terminal equipment 
reliability, which independent 
manufacturers can produce in the 
competitive marketplace. In response to 


® According to AT&T, in the transmit direction 
(customer-to-network), the bipolar signal is 
accepted from the customer via a transformer 
coupling, is amplitude-controlled, amplified, and 
transformer coupled to the cable pairs of the loca! 
channel. (AT&T Comments at 64-65). 

10 In the receive direction, states AT&T, the 
signal (from network to customer) is received from 
the cable pairs via a transformer coupling and 
applied to an automatic line built-out network 
(which compensates for variations in cable pair 
characteristics), is amplified, and amplitude- 
controlled for transformer coupling to the 
customer's equipment. 

11 PUB 41021—Digital Data System Channel 
Interface Specification, dated March 1973. 

12 AT&T states, “to support remote maintenance 
activities, the CSU also includes a remotely 
activated loopback relay. This device, when 
activated by reverse of DC current on the cable 
pairs, disconnects the customer signal and connects 
the receive direction to the transmit direction, so 
that test signals sent from the telephone compan y 
central office (CO) are returned to the CO.” (AT&T 
Comments at 64} 
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AT&T's claim for a need to provide a 
stable network interface, IDCMA argues 
that the four-wire access line used to 
provide DDS is itself a “clearly defined 
and stable interface.” (ICMA Reply at 
23-24) 

13. In its reply, AT&T again argues 
that the CSU is an integral part of the 
network and therefore is not terminal 
equipment. AT&T controverts IDCMA’s 
statement with regard to customer 
testing, stating that where the 
customer’s equipment performs the 
testing there is no ascertainment of fault 
responsibility, i.e., it cannot be 
determined whether the circuit or 
customer equipment is causing the 
service faliure. (AT&T Reply at 55) 
AT&T also disagrees with IDCMA'’s 
reference to the CSU as a modem, or 
data set, arguing that the CSU performs 
a broader range of functions, viz., signal 
shaping, amplification, and remote 
loopback testing. (AT&T Reply at 56) 
AT&T again asserts its position that the 
“telephone company must have the 
means to provide, test and restore 
service based on the known 
characteristics of the channel equipment 
it provides and depends on, and it 
cannot delegate that responsibility to its 
customers.” (AT&T Reply at 57) 

14. IBM in its reply suggests that 
AT&T has not met its burden to 
demonstrate that the functions of the 
CSU must be performed by the 
telephone company. IBM states that 
independent manufacturers can design 
and produce CSU-like devices with the 
same degree of reliability as AT&T, and 
DDS performance standards can be niet 
just as well through customer-provided 
equipment. (IBM Reply at 3-4) Computer 
and Communications Industry 
Association (CCIA), for its part, views 
the CSU as a customer premises 
terminal device that is not an integral 
part of the network. (CCIA Reply at 2) 

15. In its responsive comments, 
IDCMA asserts that by bundling the 
CSU as part of the DDS offering that 
includes a performance guarantee, 
AT&T is completely foreclosing 
competition for the CSU. In this regard, 
IDCMA notes that the DDS tariff 
excludes customer-provided equipment 
from AT&T's performance guarantees !* 
and argues that the best performance 
guarantee is a competitive marketplace 
for CSUs. (IDCMA Responsive 
Comments at 6) IDCMA also disagrees 
with AT&T’s claim that there are active 
elements in the office channel unit 
(OCU)-CSU loop, suggesting instead, at 
least for low speed DDS, that there is 
only a local loop with no interposed 


13 IDCMA refers to AT&T Tariff FCC No. 267, 
§ 2.2.1. 


devices. In its responsive comments, 
AT&T asserts that IBM’s 
characteristization of the CSU as a PCA 
is incorrect, noting, as before, that the 
CSU perfomers additional functions 
which “are critical to the underlying 
maintenance and service plan of DDS.” 
(AT&T Responsive Comments at 24-25) 
AT&T also states that IDCMA and 
others’ arguments concerning the ability 
of independent manufactureres to 
produce CSUs are irrelevant; that 
service responsibility is the focal issue. 
(AT&T Responsive Comments at 26) 


Questions 2 and 3: Digitization 
Timetable and Protection 


16. In the NPRM, the Commission 
noted that a determination to view the 
CSU as an integral part of the DDS 
offering could set a precedent for all 
future digital services, with possible 
impact on interconnection policy 
generally. NPRM at para. 57. 
Accordingly, the Commission inquired 
as to the likelihood of future digital 
services requiring CSU-like devices, and 
the likely timetable for the introduction 
of local loop level digitization. In the 
event that future network plans call for 
a fundamental redesign of the CSU and 
its successors, the Commission also 
inquired as to the effects. any such 
redesign would have upon the network 
protection feature currently offered by 
CSU. 

17. In its comments, AT&T states that 
the 1.544 Mbps DDS service requires 
span regenerators and regeneration 
circuitry in the CSU. Moreover, the high 
speed CSU (designed model 551A) 
permits identification of a particular 
regenerator on the local loop which may 
have failed, a function AT&T notes is 
not usually needed for the lower DDS 
speeds (which uses a model 550A CSU). 
As to future services, AT&T states that 
it is likely that CSU-like devices will be 
necessary, since digital network 
services generally require similar 
terminal devices. AT&T introduces 
“network channel terminating 
equipment” (NCTE) as a general 
category of CSU-like devices that among 
other functions, perform “technical, 
maintenance, and channel provisioning 
requirements” for high speed data 
services. (AT&T Comments at 72)** As 
to the likely timetable for the 
development of digital customer loops 
for voiceband services, AT&T states 
that while the widespread use of digital 
technology to serve individual 
customers’ station sets is not yet 
economical, it anticipates deployment of 


* See para. 26, infra, for further discussion 
regarding the NCTE. 
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up to 64 kbps digital facilities by 1985, 
and widespread use by 1990. 

18. In its comments on this question, 
IDCMA defers to the carriers’ 
expectations regarding developing 
digital services. However, it expresses 
concern that a Commission decision to 
view the CSU as an integral part of DDS 
would impede equipment innovation for 
those future services. (IDCMA 
Comments at 35) IDCMA asserts that it 
makes no technical or economic sense 
to require a separate box to provide 
protective functions when both can be 
incorporated in customer-provided 
equipment. 

19. IBM expresses its concern that 
inclusion of the CSU in the provision of 
network service would “result in a 
return to a modified form vf telephone 
company-provided protective 
arrangement.” IBM also counsels that 
interfaces to digital communications 
services should encourage maximum 
freedom of customer-to-carrier 
interconnection and product innovation, 
particularly as standards are developed 
in connection with the Integral Services 
Digital Network, a new digital 
communications service concept 
currently under development both in the 
United States and abroad. (IBM Reply at 
5-6) 

20. In its reply, IDOCMA dismisses the 
likelihood of early changes in local loop 
technology, and urges that the 
foreseeable future offers no justification 
for restricting competition in the 
provisions of CSU-like devices. (IDCMA 
Reply at 25-26) 

21. In response to both IBM and 
IDCMA regarding future CSU-like 
functions, AT&T states that it “will 
continue to cooperate with the 
Commission and the industry in the 
development and adoption of standard 
network interfaces for digital services.” 
(AT&T Responsive Comments at 26-27) 


Questions 4 and 5: CSU Power and 
Location 


22. Questions 4 and 5 were intended 
to reveal any effects CSU-like devices 
might have on the network, the user’s 
data stream, or the Commission’s other 
proceedings, notably the development of 
the “demarcation point” in this docket. 
See Second Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking and Order, supra at n. 1. 

23. AT&T indicates that the 550A CSU 
used for DDS is commercially powered, 
and the 551A CSU is line powered. With 
regard to data transparency AT&T 
seems to suggest that the CSU may be 
required to convert the electrical 
struture of the data bits transmitted 
through it, e.g., bipolar to unipolar where 
transmission is by a lightwave facility, 
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and in that sense is not transparent. 
(AT&T Comments at 74) With respect to 
logic structure, while the CSU does not 
convert the code or protocol of data 
signals, it may be required to convert 
network-to-user control signals. AT&T 
sates that inherent protection is not a 
necessary characteristic of NCTE 
generally, though in the case of DDS 
(i.e., the CSU) it is. Thus, where 
protection is inherent, it is not separable 
from the other functions of the device. 
(AT&T Comments at 75) AT&T 
concludes that the NCTE must be 
electrically close to the demarcation 
point. 

24. IDCMA asserts that CSU-like 
devices should not be required to be line 
powered. On the matter of transparency, 
IDCMA argues that the CSU is not 
transparent, since it contains filters and 
performs equalizing functions. (IDCMA 
Comments at 36-37) ; 


III. Discussion 


25. Over the course of the last eight 
years, the Commission has developed, 
through Part 68 of its rules, a telephone 
equipment registration program that 
permits the direct electrical connection 
to telephone terminal equipment to the 
nationwide telephone network, 
including certain private line services, 
without causing harm to the network. 
Underlying Part 68 was the objectives of 
eliminating the discrimination fostered 
by telephone companies that had 
required the interposition of their , 
protective arrangements where 
customer-provided terminal equipment 
was directly connected yet did not 
require such protective arrangments 
where comparable telephone company- 
provided terminal equipment was 
connected. Consistent with this 
objective, IDCMA filed its petition for 
rulemaking, RM-3530, urging the 
adoption of rules that would extend the 
registration to include equipment 
connected to DDS. IDCMA's petition 
raised a threshold concern regarding 
identification of the interface point 
between telephone company service and 
terminal equipment, i.e., whether the 
CSU is properly part and parcel of the 
common carrier service offering or 
whether it is separable and more 
properly classified as CPE. The 
questions we offered for public 
comment, at para 6, supra, were directed 
at developing a better understanding of 
this issue. 

26. As indicated in this proceeding we 
are asked to make a generic 
determination as to whether a CSU 
device is properly considered part of the 
common carrier offering or otherwise is 
within the exclusive control of the 
carrier. In making such a determination, 


however, it is clear that we are not 
merely addressing a specific piece of 
equipment having the designation of a 
“channel service unit.” AT&T, for 
example, views the CSU and CSU-like 
devices as members of the broader 
family of devices termed “network 
channel terminating equipment” 
(NCTE). Thus, while we discuss specific 
arguments made with regard to CSUs, 
on the basis of the record herein we see 
no reason to limit the decision solely to 
such devicies.** Our determination in 
this proceeding encompasses those 
CSU-like devices that serve the function’ 
equivalent of a CSU and which a carrier 
might seek to provide in conjunction 
with its offering of digital transmission 
capacity. Consistent with this, in this 
order we shall use the terms “CSU”, 
“CSU-like”, and “digital NCTE” 
interchangeably. 

27. It is plain from the responses to 
question 1 that there exists no lack of 
manufacturing expertis® among 
independent producers to duplicate the 
CSU. AT&T itself recognizes this, 
arguing, in essence, that it is system 
integrity that requires that the CSU 
remain part of the DDS offering. The 
majority of the parties commenting 
agree that a CSU-like device is needed 
in conjunction with digital services to 
perform loopback testing and bit 
regeneration capability. Both of these 
functions appear to be necessary if 


48 AT&T has filed a petition for rulemaking to 
amend Part 68 to permit the direct connection of 
PBXs or similar systems to DS-1 channels (1.544 
Mbps digital channels that use digital NCTE). In its 
reply comments in that proceeding, AT&T 
chracterizes the digital NCTE in a manner that leads 
us to conclude that it is functionally, if not 
electrically, identical to the CSU. Both the CSU and 
the digital NCTE contain circuitry that performs 
signal shaping, amplification and remote loopback 
testing and, incidentally, network protection. See 
AT&T Reply Comments in RM-4087 at 4; see also 
AT&T Comments on RM-3530 at 73. Also, we note 
from AT&T's Reply Comments to petitions directed 
to Transmittal No. 14186 (Revisions to Tariff F.C.C. 
Nos. 260, 262, 267, 268, 270, 271 and 273 Terrestrial 
Digital Circuits, or DS-1 Channels at Attached A, 
that the digital NCTE and customer-provided 
equipment will be required to handle ‘a D4 format 
for the framing bit position or an Fe format for the 
framing bit. (See AT&T Compatibility Bulletin 142, 
The Extended Framing Format Interface 
Specification, dated September 29, 1981.) We note 
that AT&T plans to provide the Fe format as an 
optional offering beginning January 1, 1985. (Fe 
provides certain network efficiency information 
through the use of compatible terminal equipment 
and/or network equipment.) There is no indication 
however, that the network interface, i.e., levels and 
wiring configurations, will differ from those 
currently specified for the CSU; or, if they do, 
whether such parameters would preclude 
production of digital network-compatible NCTE by 
independent manufacturers. The D4 and Fe formats 
may require changes in the design of digital NCTE 
devices currently offered. Nevertheless, we do not 
believe that such changes are affected by, or in 
themselves affect, the decision we make herein; 
nothing the parties’ responses to our questions 2 
and 3 leads us to any other conclusion. 
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rapid, remotely controlled fault location 
is to be incorporated into the DDS 
maintenance function. The parties do 
not agree, however, that system integrity 
mandates sole telephone company 
provision of these functions. The focus 
of our attention, then, is not on whether 
manufacturers are capable of producing 
CSU-like devices or whether such 
devices are desirable, but whether there 
exist any technical or legal justification 
at their being provided exclusively by 
the telephone company, i.e., by the DDS 
carrier. 


28. The legal principle fundamental to 
telephone network equipment 
interconnection was enuciated by the 
Commission in Hush-A-Phone ** and 
Carterfone.*". It is that the burden of 
proof rests squarely on the carriers—not 
the users or this Commission—to 
demonstrate that a particular unit or 
class of customer-provided equipment 
would cause harm to the telephone 
network. The essential test for this well- 
established principle, as applied to the 
case before us, is whether connection of 
customer-provided CSU-like devices to 
DDS constitutes use of the network in a 
way that is privately beneficial without 
being publicly detrimental. See 
Carterphone, supra at 424. The 
manufacturers assert that they can 
produce such CSUs, and AT&T does not 
controvert the assertion. The benefits of 
competition in this area, in addition to 
opening market opportunities to the 
manufacturer, may lead to the 
innovation of new terminal equipment 
features, such as error detection and 
correction curcuitry or the provision of 
network status or performance data, 
which could be of considerable benefit 
to users. The competitive provision of 
CSU-like devices will serve to benefit 
private use of the network—without 
causing public detriment.'* In a 
competitive environment, it is likely that 
innovation will occur in CSU design. As 
we noted in Computer II, the benefits of 
a competitive equipment policy have 
been found in such areas as improved 
maintenance and reliability, improved 
installation features including ease of 
making changes, competitive sources of 
supply, the option of owning or leasing 
equipment, and competitive pricing and 
payment options. Final Decision, 77 FCC 
2d 384, 439 (1980). 


16 Hush-A-Phone Corp. v. U.S., 99 App. D.C. 190, 
238 F.2d (D.C. Cir. 1956). 

17 Carterfone, 13 FCC 2d 420 (1968), recon. denied, 
14 FCC 2d 571 (1968). 

18 Over the last seven years we have seen clear 
evidence of private benefit without public detriment 
in the analog network registration program. Some 
12,000 devices have been registered by over 1,000 
persons. 





29. Over the years, this Commission 
has consistently fostered the 
competitive provision of terminal 
equipment. The apex of this 
evolutionary process was our Computer 
II determination that CPE should not be 
offered as part and parcel of a common 
carrier offering. Having divorced CPE 
from the common carrier offering while 
allowing carriers to provide such 
equipment on a competitive basis with 
other equipment vendors, we placed a 
high threshold burden on a carrier to 
demonstrate that a particular type of 
equipment located on the customer's 
premises should be considered part of a 
common carrier offering. As discussed 
below, we conclude that AT&T has not 
met its burden in this regard and that 
CSU-like devices should be accorded 
the same regulatory treatment as any 
other customer premises equipment, as 
set forth in our Computer IJ decisions. 

30. We now turn to AT&T's argument 
that customer provision of CSUs will 
affect performance guarantees 
associated with DDS, to the detriment of 
the service offering. Since the CSU is an 
isolation device, it prevents harmful 
signals or voltages from subscriber 
equipment from affecting the DDS line 
or network. The signal at the input to the 
CSU from the network should then be 
the same as that at the telephone 
company central office, except for 
occasional errors due to line noise. 
Present DDS tariffs guarantee a 
maximum error rate at the CSU output. 
If the error rate were guaranteed instead 
at the CSU input, requirements for a 
maximum error rate could be met 
regardless of faulty operation of a 
customer-provided, CSU-like unit; 
performance standards could be 
specified at an interface point on the 
network side of the CSU. Customers 
providing their own CSUs, which most 
likely would contain loopback circuitry 
compatible with network-initiated 
testing requirements (as discussed 
below in more detail), would be 
responsible for telephone company 
maintenance expenses incurred as a 
result of faults in those CSUs. For 
example, if the carrier were testing a 
DS-1 facility from the central office and 
could not engage the loopback function 
of the CSU due to a failure in the 
customer-provided CSU, the customer 
would be liable for all maintenance 
costs associated with isolating that 
trouble, including the expense for 
dispatch of a repairperson to the 
customer's premises to make the final 
diagnosis. This burden has existed since 
the Commission's Part 68 program was 
first instituted. See Carterfone, supra, 
and First Report and Order in Docket 


No. 19528, 56 FCC 2d 593, 596 (1975). The 
disincentives associated with faulty © 
CSU function likely will assure that 
devices of lesser quality than models 
currently in use will not reach the data 
equipment user. Although we believe 
that performance guarantees can be a 
meaningful adjunct to tariffed services, 
they are no less meaningful when 
measured at the point of demarcation, 
i.e., on the network side of the 
(customer-provided) CSU. Further, if 
IDCMA'’s claim that the weak link in 
digital service is the terminal equipment 
is correct, the carrier would benefit by 
being responsible only to that point. It 
would no longer be responsible for more 
common problems of terminal 
equipment malfuction. AT&T's argument 
that the functions of the CSU are 
essential to meeting its DDS tariff 
performance guarentees 1* seems to 
support IDCMA's view. It also suggests 
a design threshold for manufacturers as 
they develop CSU-like devices for direct 
connection to DDS facilities. In short, 
we believe that competition will (1) 
assure the availability of suitable CSUs, 
and (2) not affect current tariffed DDS 
performance guarantees, since such 
guarantees will be referenced at the 
demarcation point. According, we do not 
believe that performance guarantees 
warrant control of the loop facilities, 
OCU (office channel unit), and CSU by 
the telephone company. 

31. AT&T suggests that future 
developments in local loop technology 
may require changes in terminal 
equipment design. Such developments 
are generally instituted with 
considerable notice in the trade press, 
and telephone companies are under a 
continuing obligation to disclose 
anticipated network changes that affect 
terminal equipment interconnection. See 
Sections 64.702(d)(2) and 68.110(b) of the 
rules, which reflect the requirement for 
notice of network changes that occur 
either on the network side of CPE or that 
affect the operation of equipment on the 
customer's premises. See Section 2 of 
Modification of Final Judgment 
Governing the BOCs, 552 F.Supp. 131, 
227 (D.D.C. 1982). Consequently, we do 
not agree with AT&T’s position that 
CSU changes, in response to network 
changes, cannot be implemented. We do 
not intend by our decisions herein to 
forestall network development or 
innovation by the carriers. CSU 
manufacturers and users will bear the 
risk of all necessary equipment 
modifications required in response to 


1® AT&T's Tariff F.C.C. No. 267 guarantees 99.5% 
error-free seconds of operation at up to 56 kbps and 
provides for credit allowances for the periods the 
telephone company requires to complete repairs. 
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network changes announced pursuant to 
Sections 64.702(d) and 68.110(b). 
Widespread CSU modifications 
necessitated by network changed would 
be no less costly were AT&T to provide 
the CSU; the costs in equipment changes 
would be borne directly by the user in 
this case rather than indirectly through 
expanded revenue requirements and 
increased tariff charges. As a practical 
matter, we would expect that network 
changes initiated by the telephone 
company, once implemented, will prove 
beneficial to users, and the costs to 
users of revisions to their terminal 
equipment necessitated by those 
changes will be minimal in relation to 
the technical advantages offered 
thereby. Should future local loop 
technology require adjustment in our 
conclusions herein, appropriate 
regulatory remedies remain available. 

32. In addition, AT&T raises what 
amounts to four basic technical- 
operational arguments suggested by 
AT&T that bear on its argument in favor 
of retention of the CSU as part of the 
DDS offering: (1) there is an array of 
tariffed offerings that requires the 
interposition of a telephone company- 
provided interface to provide the 
specified service: (2) there exist facility 
characteristics so variable from local 
loop to local loop as to warrant a 
telephone company-provided device at 
the termination of the offering in order 
to standardize the interface parameters; 
(3) the use of a customer-provided CSU 
would in some way cause operational 
harm to the network, or harm to other 
persons; and (4) remote loopback testing 
is a feature that must be available for 
network integrity. In the paragraphs that 
follow, we will examine each of these 
arguments. 

33. Signalling-and standardization. 
While AT&T asserts that a function of 
the CSU is to provide network 
termination standardization, there is no 
showing that DDS (or DS-1, for that 
matter) is offered at other than one set 
of predetermined amplitude levels, or 
that there are signalling options 
available. There are various data speeds 
offered which may necessitate 
equipment adjustment or network 
conditioning, but the digital offering is 
provided in a uniform format, with no 


‘ signalling option or choice of amplitude 


level.2° (As we discuss below, such 
equipment adjustment is generally 
handled automatically by the terminal 
equipment, or may be “set” by an 


20° Network conditioning refers to the technical 
characteristics and capabilities of the network 
facilities. Conditioning determines, in part, how 
efficiently terminal equipment will function when 
used with such facilities. 
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installer with the proper test equipment 
at the time of CSU installation.) 

34. DDS signals normally consist of 
bipolar rectangular pulses. Because of 
the finite bandwidth of the DDS 
channel, distortion (primarily phase 
distortion) is introduced into the signal. 
Further, because the channel is not 
perfect, there is external noise pickup 
and self-generated thermal noise. To 
compensate, DDS trunks contain 
circuitry, including regenerators, that 
amplify, clip and resynchronize, or 
reconstruct the signals. These 
regenerators are spaced at regular 
intervals on a DDS line. The maximum 
span between the CSU and the previous 
regenerator is limited, so that the 
amount of noise and distortion at the 
CSU is generally not severe. The CSU 
alone does not perform all the 
requirements for coupling of the DDS 
line to the customer. In the receive (line 
to customer) direction, the CSU depends 
upon the fact that in traversing the local 
loop from the OCU at the central office 
to the CSU, line distortion and noise are 
within certain limits. This assures that 
the signal may be regenerated properly. 
In the transmit direction, the CSU 
depends on the customer to derive 
timing signals from the incoming signals 
and to provide signals in the proper 
format and synchronization to the line. 
If these conditions are not met, the CSU 
cannot accomplish its intended function. 
AT&T uses two types of CSU devices. 
At the lower DDS bit rates (2.4, 4.8, 9.6, 
and 56 kbps), a model 550A CSU is used. 
At the higher bit rate of 1.544 Mbps, a 
model 551A CSU is used. While both 
perform similar functions, the 551A is a 
more sophisticated device which 
performs certain signal monitoring and 
correction functions in addition to its 
550A-like functions. These function 
include monitoring of the customer line 
and inserting pulses when necessary to 
achieve a specified minimum pulse 
density. In addition, an active clock 
recovery circuit allows pulses to be 
transmitted when no data signal is 
present. (This prevents oscillation along 
the span when customer data output 
ceases.) In addition, the telephone 
company must assure that the signal 
delivered to the interface contains no 
more than a specified level of distortion 
and noise. In this sense, DDS and other 
digital offerings do not require a 
“standardizing” interface, such as the 
CDQ used in private line tie-line 
services. See First Report and Order in 
Docket No. CC 79-143, 76 FCC 2d 246 
(1980). So long as the arriving bits 
conform both to the terminator threshold 
voltage (V,,) specifications (0.35 V and 
1.05 V for logic states 1 and 0, 


respectively) and to the waveform 
(distortion) limits of the CSU, no 
“standardization” is needed. See AT&T 
PUB 41021, supra. 

35. Loop variations. As to the matter 
of variation in loop characteristics, it is 
apparent that at the lower DDS speeds, 
i.e., below 1.544 Mbps, the CSU does not 
utilize regeneration circuitry, nor is there 
generally a requirement for regeneration 
equipment in the span between the 
central office and the customer 
premises. This certainly tends to show, 
at least in the lower speed DDS case, 
that local loops are conditioned 
adequately to deliver data to the CSU in 
a form that assures reliable, relatively 
error-free performance. At the higher 
DDS speed of 1.544 Mbps, final delivery 
of reasonably well-shaped waveforms is 
assured by the inclusion of regenerators 
in the loop, including a final regenerator 
within some 2000 feet of the customer’s 
premises. See AT&T BSP 314-645-100; 
and AT&T Technical Reference PUB 
41021, supra, Attachment E, Items 29-34. 
This final regenerator is located 
relatively close to the customer's 
equipment in order to prevent significant 
waveform distortion by extraneous 
noise sources in riser cables and “noisy” 
customer environments. While the CSU 
may require initial adjustment to 
optimize its compatibility with the local 
loop to which it is connected, there is no 
showing that noise or facility anomalies 
result in regular CSU readjustment or 
replacement. Indeed, the design of the 
CSU apparently permits its successful 
operation in most cases where properly 
conditioned facilities have been 
provided. The greater variable seems to 
be noise (and jitter) within a given loop 
rather than variation in characteristics 
from loop to loop, and these faults are 
generally easily handled by the CSU, 
whether provided by the telephone 
company or by an independent 
manufacturer. In conclusion, it is not 
evident that there generally exist facility 
variations justifying interposition of an 
exclusively telephone company- 
provided interface. 

36. Harm. While the CSU is a signal 
reshaper which restores pulse quality, it 
has no way of determining if customer 
signals are properly synchronized or if 
the proper bipolar format is being 
generated. (The CSU for 1.544 Mbps 
service does recognize and correct 
certain faults, but it cannot compensate 
for all signal problems. Most faults in 
customer signals cannot be corrected 
and do not present the potential for 
harm to the network.) One possible 
source of harm might come from high 
amplitude pulses or voltages emanating 
from data equipment, creating levels 
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that exceed the specifications of the 
network interface. But CSUs registered 
under Part 68 would include means of 
preventing such pulses or voltages from 
entering the network. In current designs, 
components in the reshaping or - 
regeneration circuitry, viz., transformers 
and varistors, provide that function. 
Other faults in customer generated 
signals would most likely cause harm 
only to the successful transfer of 
information. There is, then, negligible 
likelihood of “harm”, as defined in 
Section 68.3(g) of the rules, to telephone 
service by direct connection of FCC- 
registered CSUs. 

37. There is no suggestion by any 
party that the power drawn from the 
line for operation of CSU circuitry is 
likely to cause harm. We would expect 
that the standards we develop in this 
proceeding will include specifications 
that are analogous to the ringer 
equivalence number in our existing 
rules. Parties are invited to offer 
amendments to the proposals contained 
in the attached Appendix in this regard. 

38. Loopback testing. A further 
argument offered by AT&T concerns its 
claim of its need to include remote 
loopback testing within the CSU as a 
feature of DDs. As discussed earlier, 
remote loopback testing provides the 
telephone company with the capability 
of locating or isolating faults in facilities 
(including span regenerators). Such 
capability, AT&T notes, is particularly 
useful in identifying the source of 
trouble on a line, which may be in the 
CSU. Were customer-provided CSUs 
that do not contain loopback testing 
capability interconnected, telephone 
companies could only test: (1) remotely 
to the regenerator closest to the 
network-customer demarcation point, or 
(2) by manual means to the demarcation 
point.2? However, as indicated earlier 
herein, we believe it likely that 
independent CSU manufacturers will be 
eager to offer prospective purchasers of 
CSUs features that enhance system 
reliability and performance—such as 
remote loopback testing capability. 

39. Waiver. As noted previously, we 
have carefully considered the specific 
arguments advanced with respect to the 
CSU and like digital devices and have 
concluded that, notwithstanding the 
carriers’ arguments in favor of continued 
supply of such equipment on a regulated 
basis, there are advantages in favor of 
unregulated supply of such devices, i.e., 
treating them no differently than other 


21 If the source of trouble cannot be isolated and 
the difficulty proves on a premises visit to stem 
from a defective CSU or other unit of station 
equipment, a “maintenance of service” charge as 
specified in the tariffs would apply. 





terminal equipment. Technical and 
operational concerns have been raised; 
but, in our view, they are not 
insurmountable, and, in fact, represent 
relatively minor problems which can be 
addressed and solved. Nevertheless, in 
an abundance of caution we shall seek 
to create a mechanism by which carriers 
might, upon an appropriate showing, 
supply NCTE in conjunction with loop 
facilities if exigencies exist which have 
not been demonstrated to be applicable 
to the CSU devices. We address below 
the circumstances which, from our 
present perspective, might justify special 
treatment of NCTE, and we address the 
overriding principles which should 
apply if any such special treatment is 
sought. 

40. While the CSU appears to 
interface with loop facilities using 
relatively stable interface parameters, to 
which other suppliers’ CSU devices 
might similarly be designed on a stable 
basis, this may not be the case with all 
other NCTE equipment. We are aware 
that there may be variability among 
loops, and that in such circumstances 
supply of NCTE by the carrier in 
conjunction with the loop would create 
a stable interface to which competitive 
terminal equipment might be designed. 
This could occur where there is wide 
variability among loop characteristics, 
where the characteristics of each loop 
are unstable, or where facilities are 
changed frequently or are subject to 
extraordinary interference. In such 
cases, provision of NCTE by the carrier 
could promote competition among 
vendors of terminal equipment in that 
such equipment could be designed to 
interface with a standard interface 
specification, and the NCTE would 
provide the “customization” required to 
alter the loop characteristics to a form 
which would be compatible with that 
interface specification.2? An additional 
function of such NCTE might be to 
maintain unchanged an interface 
characteristic when loop facilities are 
modified to embrace a new technology 
(e.g., to digital facilities when analog 
facilities were used previously, or to 
optical fiber or broadband facilities 
when analog voice-grade pairs were 
used previously). This use of NCTE 
might minimize dislocations to 
subscribers who already have 
purchased and deployed terminal 
equipment and who might otherwise be 
faced with the prospect of modification 
to, or obsolescence of, their equipment if 


22 Of course, there is a correlative possibility that 
provisions of such NCTE by carriers in conjunction 
with ioop facilities would have anti-competitive 
effects with respect to supply of the NCTE itself. We 
would consider this issue carefully in response to 
any waiver request. 


they wish to maintain uninterrupted 
service.2% 

41. We emphasize that our 
identification of these possibilities 
should not be construed as endorsement 
of the potential arguments by carriers 
that, where such circumstances are 
present, they should have the right to 
supply NCTE in conjunction with loop 
facilities. We shall address any such 
circumstances on an ad hoc basis, and 
carriers will have the burden of 
persuading us that our general policy in 
favor of unregulated supply of NCTE 
should be altered in specific 
circumstances. The result of this 
proceeding is to reject the notion that 
NCTE be supplied exclusively by 
carriers on a regulated basis — we 
foresee no possibility under which this 
principle might be varied. 

42. LADC. IDCMA argues that AT&T's 
rulemaking petition to accomodate 
LADC service under Part 68 2* similary 
requires that we accommodate DDS 
under Part 68. The argument seems to be 
that since both services utilize metallic 
loops to provide digital services they 
must be treated identically. While LADC 
and DDS facilities utilize metallic loops 
and may carry digital data, they are 
designed as different service offerings 
under the tariffs on file with this 
Commission and may not be treated 
identically. In any case, in view of our 
decision herein to view CSUs as CPE, 
the matter is moot. 


43. Other proceedings. In Second 
Notice, supra, at Appendix A, the 
Commission proposed a general 
definition for the demarcation point 
between customer premises equipment 
and wiring, and the telephone network. 
The effective redefinition of the 
demarcation point for DDS, i.e., to 
include the CSU as customer-provided 
equipment and require measurement of 
performance standards at that point, 
would have no impact upon our 
proposed general definition. 


2% One of the arguments made by the carriers in 
favor of supply of the CSU-in conjunction with DDS 
is that it implements automatic remote testing. As 
discussed, we conclude that others’ equipment 
similarly can be used to implement a remote testing 
function. As a practical matter, this approach raises 
no problem with respect to DDS service, or other 
digital services similar to it which are used by 
sophisticated users of relatively complex data 
processing equipment. By our decision herein, we do 
not necessarily foreclose the possibility of at some 
point authorizing the supply by carriers of limited 
function, NCTE-like equipment, perhaps combined 
with a protector block, which inexpensively 
implements a remote testing function in conjunction 
with broadly available services, e.g., MTS. Upon an 
appropriate showing, we are prepared to address 
the possibility that remote testing (and no more) 
might be implemented as part of the loop offering. 

24 RM-3526. See NPRM-NOI, supra at 885-87. 
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IV. Conclusion 


44. Having reviewed and considered 
the arguments offered by AT&T in 
opposition to IDCMA’s rulemaking 
petition and the comments of IBM, 
CCIA, and those filing informal 
comments, we find no technical, legal or 
policy justification for restricting 
independent manufacturers from 
providing CSUs or digital NCTE to 
digital service subscribers. We fail to be 
convinced that AT&T has met its burden 
of showing that independent provision 
of CSUs or digital NCTE would be 
publicly detrimental. Our experience 
with competition in terminal equipment 
under the current Part 68 program leads 
us to believe that reliance on the 
marketplace to produce CSU-like 
devices that function compatibly with 
DDS, including remote maintenance 
operations,?° is not publicly detrimental 
and will be privately benefical. We find 
that there exist no reasons to further 
delay development of appropriate 
standards under Part 68 to permit 
registration and direct connection of 
terminal equipment to DDS (and other 
digital services, circuits and facilities 
utilizing digital NCTE or digital NCTE- 
like devices). Accordingly, we will offer 
for public comment IDCMA's technical 
proposals. See Appendix. We also ask 
that interested parties offer amendments 
to IDCMA's proposals to accommodate 
the higher speed digital service 
offerings, e.g., DS—1, in the final rules. 

45. In order to expedite the 
availability of alternatives to users and 
to implement our decision herein, we 
will require AT&T to file, within 30 days 
of publication of this notice in the 
Federal Register, appropriate tariff 
revisions to institute an interim plan. 
The tariff revisions should include an 
unbundling of all CSUs, CSU-like 
devices, and digital NCTE *° so that any 
rates and charges associated with these 
devices, when provided by AT&T, are 
stated as separate rate elements. In 
addition, reasonable technical standards 
for direct interconnection of customer- 
provided CSUs, CSU-like devices and 


25 One alternative to requiring compatible 
loopback testing would be to require a switch or 
other loopback test mechanism on the network side 
of the demarcation point that could be activated 
independently of the operation of the customer- 
provided CSU. This would enable the telephone 
company to test its facilities up to the demarcation 
point. However, such an approach effectively would 
interpose a new network CSU-like device 
unnecessarily duplicating the features more 
rationally required of the terminal CSU. 

26 As a practical matter, we anticipate that CSUs 
and digital NCTE will be incorporated as 
components in other digital equipment. When 
referring to CSUs or digital NCTE, we are referring 
to the CSU-like (or NCTE-like) component of such 
equipment. 
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digital NCTE to digital services and 
associated circuits and facilities 27 
should be published in the tariffs or 
established by reference to 
specifications set forth in AT&T's PUB 
41021, and other PUBs, supplemented as 
necessary. Such standards should 
include operational criteria for loop- 
back testing, and all necessary CSU, 
CSU-like, and digital NCTE technical 
specifications. We will require AT&T to 
submit these tariff revisions with a 
scheduled effective date of 30 days from 
their date of filing. 

46. The use of a tariffed interim 
program is not without precedent. On 
March 17, 1983, the Commission allowed 
AT&T Tariff No. 270 (Transmittal No. 
14186) to become effective. This tariff 
established a new service called High 
Capacity Circuits, which are dedicated 
private lines used for the transmission 
of digital signals at 1.544 Mbps, i.e., DS- 
1. Initially, these circuits are to be 
provided via Terrestrial Digital Circuits 
(TDC), which are two-point, dedicated 
High Capacty Circuits used for 
simultaneous two-way transmission of 
serial, bipolar, return-to-zero 
isochronous digital signals at 1.544 
Mbps, and are comprised entirely of 
terrestrial channels. In order to allow 
connections of customer-provided 
terminal equipment and systems to TDC, 
an interim program was established in 
Tariff No. 270. Under that program, 
which was also published in the 
Commission's Public Notices (No. 3260) 
on March 30, 1983, equipment and 
systems that were directly connected to 
a telephone company-provided 1.544 
Mbps service, circuit or facility as of 
March 17, 1983, or meet the 
specifications of AT&T Technical 
Reference (PUB) 41451 and the report of 
the FCC/Industry Ad Hoc Task Group 
on Digital Interfaces,2® may be included 


®7 Such tariff revisions should include provision 
for interconnection of NCTE with TDC (DS-1 rate 
signals) [see para. 46] and other digital services, 
circuits and facilities. Any future digital service, 
circuit or facility is equally subject to this 
requirement; where digital NCTE devices for such 
future service, circuit or facility requires special 
regulatory treatment, the waiver process discussed 
at para. 41, supra, remains available. 

28 In 1980, the Commission established an 
industry group to determine if revisions to Part 68 of 
the rules were necessary to allow connections of 
terminal equipment and systems to 1.544 Mbps 
digital channels. On December 1, 1981, the group 
reported that revisions were required and filed a 
report which identified those areas of Part 68 which 
should be revised. Subsequent to that report, AT&T 
filed a petition for rulemaking (RM-4087) requesting 
that part 68 be amended to allow connections of 
digital terminal equipment to 1.544 Mbps digital 
channels. That petition is pending. Copies of PUB 
41451 and the group report, as well as AT&T's 
proposals in RM-4087, are available through the 
Commission's copy contractor. 


on the Commission's grandfather list of 
devices lawfully connectible to TDC. In 
the affidavit that must be filed with the 
Commission attesting to compliance 
with these specifications, a 
manufacturer must state that any 
equipment connected under the interim 
plan will be modified by the 
manufacturer (or his authorized agent) 
in response to revisions to Part 68 
adopted in Docket No. CC 81-216 or 
RM-4087. Similarly, any manufacturer 
that provides digital CSU/NCTE devices 
pursuant to the standards that will be 
specified by AT&T in its digital CSU/ 
NCTE interim program must be prepared 
to modify those devices in response to 
the standards ultimately adopted in 
RM-4087. 

47. The effect of our decision herein is 
to apply the provisions of Section 64.702 
of the rules to CSUs and digital NCTE. 
By so doing, CSUs and digital NCTE 
may be offered only on an unregulated 
basis.2® This means that CSUs and 
digital NCTE offered subsequent to the 
effective date of AT&T's interim 
equipment program (described at para. 
45, supra) will be treated as CPE and 
fully subject to market competition. 

48. The IDCMA rule proposals, RM- 
3530. IDCMA offers a set of technical 
proposals that it believes are necessary 
to establish standards for the 
registration and interconnection of CSU- 
like devices to DDS. These proposals 
appear essentially as offered by IDCMA 
in the Appendix hereto, modified in part 
to reflect the broader application 
discussed at paras. 26 and 44 herein. We 
will briefly describe each of the 
proposals. 

49. Revisions to Section 68.2(a) are 
proposed to allow appropriate terminal 
equipment to connect to digital services, 
circuits and facilities. A new 
grandfathering provision is also offered 
that would permit equipment of a type 
lawfully connected to such services, 
circuits or facilities prior to notice in the 
Federal Register of adoption of final 
rules in this proceeding to be connected 
for up to six months thereafter and to 
remain connected without registration. 
In view of the current absence of non- 
telephone company-provided CSUs and 
digital NCTE, we also will utilize the 
interim program described in para. 45, 
supra, (interim program No. 2) to 
establish grandfathering eligibility. 
Further, in order to prevent possible 
harm to the network from devices that 
digitize analog signals, we will require 
CSUs and digital NCTE connected under 
interim program No. 2 to also comply 
with the requirements of the interim 


2° 94 FCC 2d 50, 61, n.10 (1980); 77 FCC 2d 384, 
410-13 (1980). 
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program of March 30, 1983 described in 
para. 46 (interim program No. 1). Thus, 
the requirement for modification of 
devices connected pursuant to interim 
program No. 1 to comply with any rules 
adopted in response to RM-4087 
remains applicable to all registered and 
grandfathered CSUs and digital NCTE. 
See proposed Section 68.2(f) in the 
Appendix hereto. 

50. IDCMA proposes to modify 
Section 68.100 to allow appropriate 
terminal equipment to be connected to 
the digital access lines used to provide 
DDS. Our proposed amendments to 
Section 68.2, which encompass all digital 
services, circuits and facilities, would 
seem to make this modification 
unnecessary. IDCMA also proposes 
revising Sections 68.200 and 68.206 to 
make those sections consistent with 
Section 68.218(a) and to make it clear 
that compliance with certain 
inappropriate specifications not 
applicable to DDS is not required. Also, 
since ringer equivalence is a term that is 
not used in connection with regard to 
digital services, IDCMA proposes to 
amend the labelling requirement of 
Section 68.300. Finally, IDCMA offers 
revisions to Sections 68.308 and 68.310 
to reflect the interference and 
longitudinal balance limitations 
necessary for DDS interconnection. We 
note that IDCMA’s proposals do not 
reflect the high speed DDS offering, i.e., 
1.544 Mbps. In addition to offering 
comment on the rules in the Appendix, 
we ask interested parties to propose 
amended or additional rules necessary 
to implement registration and 
connection of CSUs and digital NCTE to 
DDS and other digital services, circuits 
and facilities. 

51. RM—4054. AT&T proposes to add 
an alternative termination circuit to the 
current Part 68 loop and off-premises 
simulator circuits in order to permit a 
broader representation of actual 
network impedances during registration 
testing. AT&T suggests that hybrid 
balance circuitry tested in conjunction 
with this alternative test termination 
circuit will be reasonably assured of 
remaining within the bounds of the 
signal power limitations specified in 
Section 68.308 of the rules when 
connected to actual network loops. 
Comments were filed by GTE Service 
Corp. in support of AT&T’s proposal. 
Interested parties are invited to 
comment on the proposed amendments 
to the definition of Loop Simulator 
Circuit and Off-Premises Line Simulator 
Circuit of Section 68.3, the proposed 
simulator circuit of Section 68.3(i), and 
the proposed note 3 to Figures 68.3(a) 
and (f). See Appendix. 





52. Part 68 or tariff procedures. Upon 
receipt of comments on these proposed 
rule changes, and upon evaluation of the 
tariff filings implementing an interim 
program, we will be in a position to 
evaluate whether, and to what extent, 
rule changes are necessary. Registration 
has proven efficacious over the last 
eight years as a means of protecting the 
nationwide network from technical 
harm caused by the interconnection of 
customer-provided terminal equipment, 
but it has not been the exclusive 
procedure utilized. See, e.g., Offer of 
Facilities to Other Common Carriers 
(Group/Supergroup) in Docket No. 
21499, FCC 83-39, (released February 15, 
1983), and Memorandum Opinion and 
Order (Plugs and Jacks) in Docket Nos. 
19528, 20774 and 21182, 70 FCC 2d 1800 
(1979), for discussion of the use of the 
tariff mechanism in cases of relatively 
nonubiquitous, specialized 
interconnection offerings. With regard to 
our rulemaking proposals herein, we 
request comment on whether a tariff 
alternative should be employed here, 
rather than rules, and upon criteria 
which might be established to determine 
whether and under what conditions we 
should use rule or tariff procedures in 
future interconnection programs. 

53. Regulatory Flexibility Act Initial 
Analysis 

I. Reason for Action. The Commission 
is responding to a petition for 
rulemaking filed by IDCMA that seeks 
to expand the range of services 
currently encompassed under Part 68 of 
the Commission's rules. IDCMA 
proposes standards that would permit 
the direct connection of certain terminal 
devices to AT&T's DDS lines. 

Il. The objective. The Commission 
proposes to amend the scope of Part 68 
of its rules to permit non-telephone 
company-provided CSU-like devices to 
be directly connected to DDS loops. The 
Commission also proposes to establish 
standards under Part 68 by which such 
devices may be registered. 

Ill. Legal basis. Legal action as 
proposed is in furtherance of Sections 
201-205 of the Communications Act of 
1934, as amended, which require the 
provision of communications service 
offerings on a reasonable and not 
unreasonably discriminatory basis. See 
para. 55, infra. 

IV. Description, potential impact and 
number of small entities affected. 
Development of rules to permit the 
registration and direct connection of 
CSU-like devices to DDS will follow the 
Commission's policy over the last seven 
years to open the provision of telephone 
network terminal equipment to 
competition. Such devices will be 
manufactured by an unspecified number 


of manufacturers who will benefit from 
the creation of a new market. No longer 
will Western Electric constitute the sole 
source of supply for the CSU. Price and 
feature innovation that has 
characterized the competitive 
marketplace for telephones, PBXs, and 
the like, will extend as well to CSUs. 
We see positive impact on small entities 
by our proposal to modify Part 68 of the 
rules. 

V. Recording, record keeping and 
other compliance requirements. No 
significant additional paperwork will be 
required by the proposals set forth in 
this proceeding. New devices submitted 
for registration will constitute a 
negligible increase in the total number 
of devices currently being processed by 
the Commission. 

VI. Federal rules which overlap, 
duplicate or conflict with this rule. 
None. 

VII. Any significant alternatives, 
minimizing impact on small entities and 
consistent with stated objectives. The 
Commission’s alternative is to restrict 
the competition in provision of CSU-like 
devices. For the reasons discussed 
herein, we believe such an alternative is 
inconsistent with the public interest and 
would unnecessarily restrict the 
development of healthy competition in 
the CSU marketplace. 


V. Ex Parte Presentations 


54. For purposes of this non-restricted 
informal rulemaking proceeding, 
members of the public are advised that 
ex parte contacts are permitted from the 
time of issuance of a notice of proposed 
rulemaking until the time a draft order 
proposing of substantive disposition of 
such proceeding is placed on the 
Commission’s Sunshine Agenda. In 
general, an ex parte presentation is any 
written or oral communication (other 
than formal written comments/ 
pleadings and oral arguments) between 
a person outside the Commission and a 
Commissioner or a decision-making 
member of the Commission's staff which 
addresses the merits of the proceeding. 
Any person who submits a written ex 
parte presentation must serve a copy of 
that presentation on the Commission's 
Secretary for inclusion in the public file. 
Any person who makes an oral ex parte 
presentation addressing matters not 
fully covered in any written comments 
previously filed in the proceeding must 
prepare a written summary of that 
presentation which must be served on 
the Commission’s Secretary for 
inclusion in the public file, with a copy 
to the Commission official(s) receiving 
the oral presentation. Each ex parte 
presentation discussed above must state 
on its face that the Secretary has been 
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served, and must also state by docket 
number the proceeding to which it 
relates. See generally Section 1.1231 of 
the Commission's rules, 47 CFR 1.1231. 
In reaching its decision, the Commission 
may take into consideration information 
and ideas not contained in the 
comments, provided that such 
information or a writing indicating the 
nature and source of such information is 
placed in the public file, and provided 
that the fact of the Commission’s 
reliance on such information is noted in 
the Report and Order. 


VI. Ordering Clauses 


55. Accordingly, and in view of the 
foregoing, it is hereby ordered, pursuant 
to Sections 1, 4, 201-05 and 403 of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, 47 U.S.C. 151, 154, 201-05, and 
403, and 5 U.S.C. 553, that this docketed 
rulemaking proceeding is hereby 
expanded to consider further 
amendments to Part 68 of the 
Commission's Rules and Regulations, 47 
CFR Part 68. 

56. It is further ordered, pursuant to 
Sections 1, 4, 201-05, 215, 218, 220, 313, 
309(e)-(h) and 412 of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, 47 U.S.C. 151, 154, 201-05, 215, 
218, 220, 313, 309(e)-(h) and 412, and 5 
U.S.C. 553, that notice is hereby given of 
proposed rule changes in Part 68 of the 
Commission's Rules and Regulations, 47 
CFR Part 68, in accordance with the 
discussion and delineation of issues 
herein. 

57. It is further ordered that, pursuant 
to Sections 1, 4, 201-05 and 403 of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, 47 U.S.C. 151, 154, 201-05 and 
403, AT&T shall revise its interstate 
tariffs to provde an interim 
interconnection program for CSUs and 
digital NCTE devices, as described at 
paragraphs 45 and 46 herein. 

58. It is further ordered that on the 
effective date of AT&T’s interim 
program for the interconnection of 
CSUs, CSU-like devices, and NCTE to 
its digital services, circuits and facilities, 
such devices shall be considered CPE 
for purposes of Section 64.702 of the 
Commission's rules, 47 CFR 64.702. 

59. It is further ordered that the 
Secretary shall cause a copy of this 
order to be published in the Federal 
Register. 

60. Interested parties may file 
comments to the matters contained in 
the Appendix hereto on or before July 
29, 1983, and relpy comments on or 
before August 17, 1983. In accordance 
with the provisions of § 1.419 of the 
Commission's Rules and Regulations, 47 
CFR 1.419, an original and five (5) copies 
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of all comments shall be furnished to the 
Commission. All submissions filed in 
this proceeding will be available for 
public inspection during regular 
business hours in the Commission’s 
Docket Reference Room. 


(Secs.-1, 2, 4, 201-205, 208, 215, 218, 313, 314, 
403, 404, 410, 602; 48 Stat. as amended; 1064, 
1066, 1070, 1071, 1072, 1073, 1076, 1077, 1087, 
1094, 1098, 1102; 47 U.S.C. 151, 152, 154, 201- 
205, 208, 215, 218, 313, 314, 403, 404, 410, 602) 
Federal Communications Commission. 
William J. Tricarico, 

Secretary. 


Appendix 


PART 68—[AMENDED] 


It is proposed that Part 68 of the 
Commission’s Rules and Regulations 
(Chapter 1 of Title 47 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Part 68) be 
amended as follows: 

1. It is proposed to revise paragraphs 
(a) and add paragraph (f) to § 68.2 to 
read as follows: 


§68.2 Scope. 


(a) General. Except as provided for in 
paragraphs (b), (c), (d), (e), and (f}, the 
rules and regulations in this part apply 
to the direct connection: 

(1) Of all terminal equipment to the 
public switched telephone network, for 
use in conjunction with all services 
other than party line service and coin 
service. 

(2) Of all terminal equipment to 
channels furnished in connection with 
foreign exchange lines (customer- 
premises end), the station end of off- 
premises stations associated with PBX 
and Centrex services, trunk-to-station 
tie lines (trunk end only), switched 
service network lines (CCSA and 
EPSCS), and digital services, circutis or 
facilities; and 

(3) Of all PBX (or similar) systems to 
private line services for tie trunk type 
interfaces, off-premises station lines, 
automatic identified outward dialing, 
message registration, and digital 
services, circuits or facilities. Additional 
types of services may be added to this 
section only through rulemaking 
proceedings, and equipment connected 
to such added services will be afforded 
a reasonable transition period. 

(f) Channel servicer units (and other 
network channel termination 
equipment) directly connected to digital 
services, circuits or facilities on [date of 
appearance of final rules in this 
proceeding in the Federal Register] will 
be grandfathered, and new equipment 
which is of the same type as 


grandfathered equipment may be 
directly connected to such digital 
services, circuits or facilities without 
registration for six months thereafter. 
Other such equipment must be 
registered prior to connection. All 
grandfathered and registered equipment 
so connected remains subject to 
modification by the manufacturer or an 
authorized agent thereof as necessary to 
comply with any analog conversion 
limitations specified in FCC tariffs or 
this Part. 

2. It is proposed that in § 68.3 a note 


(3) be added to Figures 68.3(a) and 
68.3(f); a new drawing entitled 
“Alternative Termination” (Figure 
68.3(i)) be added; and paragraphs (j) and 
(q) be revised as follows: 


§68.3 Definitions. 


* * * ” a 


(3) Tests for compliance may be made with 
either R1=600 Ohms or R; replaced by the 
alternative termination shown in Figure 
68.3(i). 


* 7 *” * * 


R,, = 1,000 Ohms = 1% 


Figure 68.3(i) 


Note: When this 


alternative termination is used 


during signal power compliance testing, it replaces Ri 
(600 Ohms) in the loop simlator circuit. 


(j) Loop Simulator Circuit: A circuit 
that simulates the network side of a 2- 
wire or 4-wire telephone connection 
during testing. A schematic of the type 
of circuit that will be required is shown 
in Figure 68.3({a) for 2-wire loop or 
ground start circuits, Figure 68.3(b) for 2- 
wire reverse battery circuits, Figure 
68.3(c) for 4-wire loop or ground start 
circuits, and 68.3(d) for 4-wire reverse 
battery circuits. Figure 68.3(i) is an 
alternative termination for use in the 2- 
wire loop simulator circuits. Alternative 
implementations may be used provided 
that the same dc voltage and current 
characteristics and ac impedance 
characteristics will be presented to the 
equipment under test as are presented in 
the illustrative schematic diagrams. 
When used, the simulator circuit shall 
be operated over the entire range of loop 
resistance as specified in the Figures, 
and with the indicated polarities and 
voltage limits. Whenever loop current is 
changed, sufficient time shall be 
allocated for the current to reach a 
steady-state condition before continuing 
testing. 


* * 7 . * 


(q) Off-Premises Line Simulator 
Circuit: A load impedence for 
connection, in lieu of an off-premises 
station line, to PBX (or similar) 
telephone system loop start circuits, 
(Figure 68.3(f)) during testing. The 


schematic diagram of Figure 68.3(f) is 
illustrative of the type of circuit which 
will be requirted. Figure 68.3{i) is an 
alternative termination for use in the 2- 
wire loop simulator circuits. Other 
implementations may be used provided 
that the same dc voltage and current 
characteristics and ac impedance 
characteristics will be presented to the 
equipment under test as are presented in 
the illustrative schematic diagrams. 
When used, the simulator shall be 
operated over the entire range of loop 
resistances as indicated in Figure 68.3(f), 
and with the indicated polarities. 
Whenever loop current is changed, 
sufficient time shall be allocated for the 
current to reach a steady-state condition 
before continuing testing. 


* * * * @ 


3. It is proposed to revise paragraph 
(d) of § 68.200 to read as follows: 


§ 68.200 Application for equipment 
registration. 


* * * * * 


(d) A statement that the terminal 
equipment or protective circuitry 
complies with and will continue to 
comply with the appropriate rules and 
regulations in Subpart D of this part 
accompanied by such test results, 
description of test procedures, analyses, 
evaluations, quality control standards 
and quality assurance standards as are 
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necessary to demonstrate that such 
terminal equipment or protective 
circuitry complies with all the 
applicable rules and regulations in 
Subpart D of this part. The Office of 
Science and Technology may issue an 
OST Bulletin describing acceptable test 
methods; other test methods may be 
employed provided they are fully 
described in the application and are 
found acceptable by the Commission. 


. * * * * 


4. It is proposed that paragraph (a) of 
§ 68.206 be revised to read as follows: 


§ 68.206 Grant of application. 

(a) The Commission will grant an 
application for equipment registration if 
it finds from an examination of such 
application and other matter which it 
may officially notice, that the equipment 
will comply with the applicable rules 
and regulations in Subpart D of this part, 
or that such grant will otherwise service 
the public interest. 

5. It is proposed that a new paragraph 
(c) be added to existing § 68.300 as. 
follows: 


§ 68.300 Labeiling requirements. 


* * * * 


(c) Registered terminal equipment for 
connection to the digital services, 
circuits or facilities will not include a 
ringer equivalence number on the label. 
Instead, such equipment must state: “For 
use solely on digital interfaces.” 

6. It is proposed that a new paragraph 
(g) be added to § 68.308 as follows: 


§ 68.308 Signal power limitations. 


* * * * - 


(g) Interference Limitations for 
transmission of bipolar (non-return to 0) 
signals over digital services, circuits 
and facilities. Prior to any frequency 
shaping filters, the system excitation is 
defined by an ideal 50 percent duty- 
cycle rectangular pulse. The relation of 
bit rate, R, in kbps and pulse amplitude, 
A, in Volts, is given in Table I. The 
power shall not exceed 0 dBm for 9.6 
kbps or +6 dBm for 2.4 kbps, 4.87 kbps 
and 56.0 kbps. These are average power 
transfers with matched 135 Ohm driving 
and terminating resistances. 


TABLE |.—DRiVING PULSE AMPLITUDE 


Pulse rate (R) kbps 


— —— + 


Amplitude (A) volts 
2.4 | 3.32 
48 | 3.32 
96 | 1.66 
| 3.32 


1. The average power transfer is measured 
across a 135 Ohm terminating resistance with 
a matched 135 Ohm driving resistance. 

2. The average power transfer will be 
measured using a random signal sequence (0 


or +1 equiprobable in each pulse interval). 

3. For all rates the driving pulse will be 
shaped by a single real pole low pass filter 
having a cutoff frequency in Hertz equal to 
1.3 x bit rate. 

4. Specific band rejection filters are 
provided to protect certain other services. 
These requirements apply at 2.4, 4.8 and 9.6 
kbps, and the amounts of additional rejection 
are specified in Table II. 


TABLE !/.—MINIMUM ADDITIONAL REJECTION 





Rejection band 


24 to 32 kHz | 72 to 80 kHz 


Rate (R) kbps 


5 dB 1 dB 
13 dB 9 dB 
17 dB | 8 dB 


a od 
48 
96 
7. Itis proposed that a new paragraph 
(1) be added to § 68.310 as follows: 


§ 68.310 Longitudinal balance limitations. 


* ° * * * 


(1) Terminal equipment connected to 
digital services, circuits or facilities. 
The metallic termination used for the 
performance of the test shall be 135 
Ohms, the longitudinal termination may 
be kept at 500 Ohms, and all tests shall 
be made with the device in an active 
mode. For equipment operating in the 
frequency range of 200-1000 Hertz, the 
minimum balance requirement shali be 
60 dB. For equipment operating in the 
frequency range of 1-15 kHz, the 
miminum balance requirement shall be 
40 dB. 

[FR Doc. 83-16326 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M 





INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


49 CFR Part 1102 
[Ex Parte No. 290; Sub-2] 


Railroad Cost Recovery Procedures; 
Decision 

AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
requirements of the Staggers Rail Act, 
the Commission proposes to adopt a 
modified version of the ‘‘all inclusive” 
index of railroad costs in accordance 
with the requirements of 49 U.S.C. 
10707a. This index was proposed by the 
Association of American Railroads 
(AAR) and modified by the Commission 
after reviewing suggestions submitted 
by various parties. These rules are to 
augment those issued in our decision 
served April 17, 1981. 

The Commission also proposes to 
change the notice period for rates 
increased under these provisions from 
one day to ten days and to require AAR 
to file its Index submissions on the first 
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day of the last month of the quarter prior 
to the effective date. Requests for a 
separate proceeding dealing only with 
the notice issue are denied. 

We continue to believe that, because 
the preponderance of the data 
underlying the computation of the index 
is proprietary, there can be no 
meaningful public review of or comment 
on it. Requests for public access to data 
underlying the index are denied. 

The Commission continues to believe 
that the Staggers Rail Act mandated a 
single nationwide index and not 
separate regional indices. Requests for 
reopening this proceeding for the 
purpose of determining if the 
Commission has the’authority to 
develop more than a single index are 
denied. 

We also propose to adopt a modified 
version of AAR’s proposal for handling 
wage additives and funds collected but 
not yet disbursed during periods of labor 
contract negotiations. Because the 
Commission has established Ex Parte 
No. 290 (Sub No. 4), Rai/road Cost 
Recovery Procedures-Productivity 
Adjustment, all issues concerning 
productivity including the issue of 
discounting the index for a profit 
element will be handled in that 
proceeding. 


DATE: Comments are due August 23, 
1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


William T. Bono (202) 275-7354 
or 
Robert C. Hasek (202) 275-0938. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Copies 
of the full decision are available, free of 
charge, from the Office of the Secretary, 
Interstate Commerce Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20423 (202) 275-7428. 
This decision will not significantly 
affect the quality of the human 
environment or conservation of energy 
resources. As to Pub. L. 96-354, although 
it is our opinion that it will not have a 
significant adverse impact on a 
substantial number of small entities, we 
also request comments on this issue. 


List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 1102 


Administrative practice and 
procedure. 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 10321, 10707a, 5 U.S.C. 
553. 

Dated: June 10, 1983. 

By the Commission, Chairman Taylor, Vice 


Chairman Sterrett, Commissioners Andre and 
Gradison. 


Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 83-16655 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains documents other than rules or 
Proposed rules that are applicable to the 
public. Notices of hearings and 
investigations, committee meetings, agency 
decisions and rulings, delegations of 
authority, filing of petitions and 
applications and agency statements of 
organization and functions are examples 
of documents appearing in this section. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Agriculture Stabilization and 
Conservation Service 


Proposed Determinations With Regard 
to the 1984 Feed Grain Program 


AGENCY: Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service, USDA. 


ACTION: Proposed determinations. 


SUMMARY: The Secretary of Agriculture 


proposed to make the following 
determinations with respect to the 1984 
feed grain crops: (a) The loan and 
purchase levels; (b)} the established 
(target) prices; (c) the national program 
acreages; (d) whether a voluntary 
reduction percentage should be 
proclaimed and, if so, the amount of 
such percentage reduction; (e} whether 
an Acreage Reduction Program should 
be established and, if so, the percentage 
of such reduction and the method to be 
used in establishing the acreage bases; 
(f) whether a set-aside; program should 
be established and, if so, the percentage 
of such set-aside, (g) whether a 
Payment-In-Kind (PIK) Program should 
be established and, if so, the other PIK 
program provisions that should be 
applicable; (h) whether a land diversion 
program should be established and, if 
so, the extent of such diversion and the 
level of payment; (i) whether barley 
should be determined to be eligible for 
payment purposes; (j) whether malting 
barley should be exempt from an 
acreage reduction program if there is an 
acreage reduction program; (k) whether 
to permit haying and grazing of 
conservation use acreage if an acreage 
reduction, set-aside or Payment-In-Kind 
Program is established; (!) whether 
advance deficiency payments should be 
made and, if so, what percentage; (m) 
provisions of the farmer-owned reserve 
(FOR) program; (n) whether to require 
offsetting compliance if an Acreage 
Reduction Program is established; (0) 


whether popcorn and waxy corn should 
be included as field corn and eligible for 
program benefits; and (p) other 
provisions. These determination are to 
be made pursuant to the provisions of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended 
(hereinafter referred to as the “1949 
Act”) and the Commodity Credit 
Corporation Charter Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: Comments must be 
received on or before August 23, 1983 in 
order to be assured of consideration. 


appress: Dr. Howard C. Williams, 
Director, Analysis Division, USDA- 
ASCS, Room 3741, South Building, P.O. 
Box 2415, Washington, D.C. 20013. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Orville I. Overboe, Agriculture 
Economist, Analysis Division, USDA- 
ASCS, P.O. Box 2415, Washington, D.C. 
20013 or call (202) 447-4417. The 
Preliminary Regulatory Impact Analysis 
describing the options considered in 
developing this proposed determination 
and the impact of implementing each 
option is available on request from the 
above-named individual. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice has been reviewed under USDA 
procedures established in accordance 
with Executive Order 12291 and 
Secretary’s Memorandum No. 1512-1 
and has been designated as “major”. It 
has been determined that these program 
provisions will result in an annual effect 
on the economy of $100 million or more. 

The title and number of the federal 
assistance programs to which this notice 
applies are: Title-Feed Grain Production 
Stabilization: Number 10.055 and Title- 
Commodity Loans and Purchases: Number 
10.051, as found in the catalog of Federal 
Domestic Assistance. 


It has been determined that the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act is not 
applicable to this notice since ASCS is 
not required by 5 U.S.C. 553 or any other 
provision of law to publish a notice of 
proposed rulemaking with respect to the 
subject matter of this notice. 

Certain determinations set forth in 
this notice are required to be made by 
the Secretary for 1984-crop program 
purposes by November 15, 1983. In 
addition, it is necessary that the 
determinations for the 1984 crop be 
made in sufficient time to permit feed 
grain producers to make adequate plans 
for the production of their crop. 

The following proposed program 
determinations with respect to the 1984- 
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crop of feed grains are to be made by 
the Secretary: 


Proposed Determinations 


a. The Loan and Purchase Level for 
the 1984 Crop of Feed Grains. Section 
105B(a)(1) of the 1949 Act provides that 
the Secretary shall make available to - 
producers loans and purchases for the 
1984 crop.of corn at such level, not less 
than $2.55 per bushel, as the Secretary 
determines will encourage the 
exportation of feed grains and to result 
in excessive total stocks of feed grains 
after taking into consideration the cost 
of producing corn, supply and demand 
conditions, and world prices for corn. 
Section 105B(a){2) provides that the 
Secretary shall make available to 
producers loans and purchases for the 
1983 crops of grain sorghum, barley, 
oats, and rye at such levels as the 
Secretary determines are fair and 
reasonable in relation to the level that 
loans and purchases are made available 
for corn, taking into consideration the 
feeding value of such commodity in 
relation to corn and certain other factors 
specified in Section 401(b) of the 1949 
Act. If the Secretary determines that the 
average price of corn received by 
producers in any marketing year is not 
more than 105 percent of the level of 
loans and purchases for corn for such 
marketing year, the Secretary may 
reduce the level of loans and purchases 
for the next marketing year by the 
amount the Secretary determines 
necessary to maintain domestic and 
export markets for grain, except that the 
level of loans and purchases shall not be 
reduced by more than 10 percent in any 
year nor below $2.00 per bushel. Loan 
and purchase levels per bushel being 
considered for the 1984 feed grain crops 
range from $2.40 to $2.55 for corn; $2.28 
to $2.42 for grain sorghum; $1.95 to $2.08 
for barley; $1.23 to $1.31 for oats; and 
$2.04 to $2.17 for rye. 

Comments on the level of loans and 
purchase rates for the 1984 crop of feed 
grains, along with supporting data, are 
requested from interested persons. 

b. The Established (Target) Price 
Level for the 1984 Crop of Feed Grains. 
Section 105B(b)(1)(C) of the 1949 Act 
provides that the established price for 
corn shall not be less than $3.03 per 
bushel for the 1984 crop. Any such 
established price may be adjusted by 
the Secretary as the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate to reflect 


i 
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any change in (i) the average adjusted 
cost of production per acre for the two 
crop years immediately preceding the 
year for which the determination is 
made from (ii) the average adjusted cost 
of production per acre for the two crop 
years immediately preceding the year 
previous to the one for which the 
determination is made. The adjusted 
cost of production for each of such years 
may be determined by the Secretary on 
the basis of such information as the 
Secretary finds necessary and 
appropriate for the purpose and may 
include variable cost, machinery 
ownership costs, and general farm 
overhead costs, allocated to the crops 
involved on the basis of the proportion 
of the value of the total production 
derived from each crop. 

In addition, the Department of 
Agriculture has proposed that Section 
105B(b)(1)(C) of the 1949 Act be 
amended to provide that the minimum 
level for the established price for corn 
will not be less than $2.86 per bushel for 
the 1984 crop of corn rather than the 
current statutory minimum of $3.03 per 
bushel. This amendment to the 1949 Act 
has been proposed because of the low 
rate of inflation for the past year. The 
established (target) price level under 
consideration for the 1984 corn crop is 
the minimum statutory level—whether 
that level is $3.03 per bushel or a lower 
statutory minimum level, such as $2.86 
per bushel. Section 105B(b)(1}(E) of the 
1949 Act provides that the payment rate 
for grain sorghum, oats, and, if 
designated by the Secretary, barley, 
shall be such rate as the Secretary 
determines fair and reasonable in 
relation to the rate at which payments 
are made available for corn. 

Comments are requested from 
interested persons as to the amount of 
the established (target) price for the 1984 
crops of feed grains along with 
supporting data. 

c. The National Program Acreages 
(NPA’s). Section 105B(c)(1) of the 1949 
Act provides that the Secretay shall 
proclaim NPA’s for the 1984 crop of feed 
grains not later than November 15, 1983. 
The NPA’s for feed grains shall be the 
number of harvested acres the Secretary 
determines (on the basis of the weighted 
national average of the farm program 
payment yields for the 1984 crops) will 
produce the quantity (less imports) that 
the Secretary estimates will be utilized 
domestically and for exports during the 
1984/85 marketing year. If the Secretary 
determines that carryover stocks of feed 


grains are excessive or an increase in 
stocks in needed to assure desirable 
carryover, the Secretary may adjust the 
NPA’s by the amount the Secretary 
determines will accomplish the desired 
increase or decrease in carryover 
stocks. The Secretary may later revise 
the NPA’s first proclaimed if the 
Secretary determines it is necessary 
based upon the latest information. If an 
acreage reduction program is 
implemented for the 1984 crop of feed 
grains, the NPA's shall not be applicable 
to such crop. 
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The U.S. feed grain stock objective, an 
amount judged to be our “fair” share of 
world coarse grain stocks, has been 
determined to be equal to approximately 
6.25 percent of the world consumption of 
coarse grains (this represents the 
approximate 18-year average of the ratio 
of U.S. stocks to world consumption) or 
approximately 48 million metric tons for 
the 1983/84 marketing year. 

If required, the likely NPA’s for the 
1984 crops of corn, sorghum, barley, and 
oats would be: 





a. Estimated domestic uSe, 1984-85 ............ccsesesecsssrsneseseeestsssnsnenenee 


b. Plus estimated silage use, 1984-85 
c. Plus estimated exports, 1984-85... 
d. Minus estimated imports, 1984-85 
@. Plus or minus stock adjustment'.. 


f. Divided by national weighted average farm program payment yield (bushels per | 


g. Equals 1984-crop NPA’s (million acres) 


‘a. Estimated 1985-85 beginning stocks... 


b. Minus about 6.25 percent of 1983-84 “world consumption of 


coarse grains. 
c. Equals desired stock adjustment...................... 


No NPA’s were announced for the 
1983 crop of feed grains because the 
NPA provisions do not apply when an 
acreage reduction program is in effect. 
Comments on the NPA’s and the 
appropriate stocks level for the 1984 
crop of feed grains from interested 
persons, along with appropriate 
supporting data, are requested. 

d. Whether a Voluntary Reduction 
Percentage Should be Proclaimed and, if 
so, the Level of Such Voluntary 
Reduction Percentage. Section 
105B(c)(3) of the 1949 Act provides that 
the 1984 individual farm program 
acreage of feed grains eligible for 
payments shall not be reduced by 


[in million of bushels) 
2,115 441 240 
1,425 180 180 


—690 —261 —60 


application of an allocation factor (not 
less than 80 percent nor more than 100 
percent) if the producer reduces the 
acreage of feed grains planted for 
harvest on the farm from the 1984-crop 
established feed grain acreage base by 
at least the percentage recommended by 
the Secretary in the proclamation of the 
NPA's for the 1984 crop. If an acreage 
reduction program is implemented for 
the 1984 crop of feed grains, the 
voluntary reduction percentage shall not 
be applicable to such crop. 

If required, the recommended national 
reduction percentage for the 1984-crop 
of feed grains would be: 


[in millions of acres] 





1984 estimated acreage DASE ? .............ccserssesereeeneeeenenseneetses 


Minus 1984 preliminary NPA 





Equals acreage reduction needed from acreage base.................-. 


Divided by 1984 acreage base 
ss 1984-crop recommended reduction ee 





, Equals the 1983 base acreage. 


Comments from interested persons 
with respect to the reduction percentage, 
if any, are requested. 

e. Whether an Acreage Reduction 
Program (ARP) Should be Established 
and, if so the Percentage of Such 
Reduction and the Method of 
Establishing Acreage Bases. Sections 





105B(e) (1) and (2) of the 1949 Act 
provides that the Secretary may 
establish an acreage reduction program 
for the 1984 crop of feed grains if the 
Secretary determines that the total 
supply of feed grains, in the absence of 
such a program, will be excessive, 
taking into account the need for an 
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adequate carryover to maintain 
reasonable and stable supplies and 
prices and to meet a national 
emergency. The Secretary is required to 
announce whether an acreage reduction 
program is to be in effect for the 1984 
crops of corn, sorghum, oats and, if 
designated, barley by not later than 
November 15 prior to the calendar year 
in which the crop is harvested. Such 
limitation shall be achieved by applying 
a uniform percentage reduction to the 
acreage base for each feed grain- 
producing farm. Producers who 
knowingly produce feed grains in excess 
of the permitted feed grain acreage for 
the farm shall be ineligible for feed grain 
loans, purchases, and payments with 
respect to that farm. The acreage base 
for any farm for the purpose of 
determining any reduction required to 
be made for any year as the result of a 
limitation shall be the acreage planted 
on the farm to feed grains for harvest in 
the crop year immediately preceding the 
year for which the determination is 
made or, at the discretion of the 
Secretary, the average acreage planted 
to feed grains for harvest in the two crop 
years immediately preceding the year 
for which the determination is made. 
The Secretary may make adjustments to 
reflect established crop-rotation 
practices and to reflect such other 
factors as the Secretary determines 
should be considered in determining a 
fair and equitable base. In addition, a 
number of acres on the farm determined 
by dividing (1) the product obtained by 
mutiplying the number of acres required 
to be withdrawn from the production of 
feed grains times the number of acres 
actually planted to feed grains by (2) the 
number of acres authorized to be 
planted to feed grains under a limitation 
established by the Secretary, shall be 
devoted to conservation uses in 
accordance with regulations issued by 
the Secretary. 

The need for an acreage reduction 
program for feed grains in 1984 will 
depend on the outcome of the 1983 feed 
grain crop. It is estimated that the 1983- 
crop plantings of feed grains may be 
reduced by 15 to 20 percent from the 
previous year and 1983 corn planted 
acreage could be reduced by about 30 
percent. Total feed grain production is 
projected to be down approximately 25 
percent from the record 1982 feed grain 
crop. 

Domestic feed grain use for 1983/84 
will be approximately 163 million metric 
tons, about the same as for 1982/83. U.S. 
feed grain exports are likely to recover 
partially from the sharp decline 
experienced during 1981/82 and 1982/83. 
Projected exports of 61 million tons, up 


10 percent from 1982/83, would still be 
10 million tons below record feed grain 
exports during 1979/80. U.S. exports for 
1983/84 may vary considerably 
depending on world wheat and feed 
grain production. 

Total feed grain use for 1983/84 will 
be approximately 224 million tons, 6 
million tons greater than 1982/83 use. 
However, the large projected reduction 
in production could reduce carryover 
stocks to about 73 million tons, down 
sharply from the estimated carryover of 
108 million tons. Ending stocks of this 
magnitude would still be considered 
excessive. The farmer-owned reserve 
will continue to play an important role 
in isolating excessive supplies from the 
market, while the amount of grain in 
government inventory will be reduced 
because of the Payment-In-Kind (PIK) 
Program. The stock-to-use ratio of 33 
percent compares with the 41 percent 
average of the previous 2 years, and 21 
percent average during the last 10 years. 

Unless economic conditions and 
demand factors improve materially and/ 
or crop conditions deterioriate 
significantly during the 1983/84 season, 
the 1984/85 outlook is one of increasing 
supplies and continued pressure on 
prices. Given the 1983/84 outlook, 
ending carryover stocks of corn may 
decrease to about 2.1 billion bushels and 
total feed grains to 73 million metric 
tons. These amounts are considered to 
be excessive. 

With a program for the 1984 crop 
providing for a 10 percent ARP 
combined with a 10 percent to 30 
percent PIK, the harvested acreage for 
the 1984 crops of feed grains are 
estimated to increase about 20 percent 
from the 1983 level. Considering trend 
yield estimates, production for the 1984 
crop of feed grains is estimated to 
increase about 20 percent over the 1983 
crop. With this level of production and 
estimated beginning stocks of about 73 
million metric tons, the total supply of 
feed grains for 1984/85 is projected at 
about 300 million tons, or approximately 
the same supply during 1983/84. 
Domestic use in 1984/85 is projected to 
increase about 3 to 4 percent. This level 
of use should result in feed grain ending 
stocks of about 70 million tons or a 
slight decrease from the 1983/84 
carryover. 

The above outlook suggests the 
implementation of an acreage reduction 
program in conjunction with either a 
paid land diversion or a PIK program for 
the 1984 feed grain crop. However, later 
crop developments throughout the world 
could materially change this outlook. 
Options under consideration at this time 
include: (1) A 10 percent ARP with a 10 
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to 30 percent PIK program, including 
whole based bids; (2) a 10 percent ARP, 
a 10 to 30 percent PIK program, with 
whole based bids, and target prices 
remaining at the 1983 levels; (3) a 10 
percent ARP, a 10 to 30 percent PIK with 
whole based bids, and reduced loan and 
purchase rates; (4) a 10 percent ARP 
with a 10 to 30 percent paid land 
diversion program; (5) a 15 percent ARP; 
and (6) a 10 percent ARP and a 10 to 30 
percent PIK, without whole based bids. 

Interested persons are encouraged to 
comment on the need for an acreage 
reduction program for the 1984-crop of 
feed grains, and the appropriate 
percentage of any such reduction. 
Comments are also requested on 
whether feed grain bases should 
continue to be established by combining 
the corn/sorghum and barley/oats 
bases, or whether there should be a 
separate base for each commodity. In 
addition, comments are requested as to 
whether producers who desire to 
participate in the feed grain program 
should be required to execute binding 
contracts at the time of enrollment in the 
program. Presently, a producer desiring 
to participate in the program signs an 
intention to participate and later 
provides a certification with respect to 
the applicable acreage in order to 
receive program benefits. If, at the time 
of program enrollment, a producer was 
required to execute a formal contract, it 
would help prevent large dropouts of the 
announced programs—such as occurred 
with regard to the 1982 corn program 
when about two of every three enrollees 
dropped out. 

f. Whether a Set-Aside Program 
Should be Established and, if so, what 
Percentage of Such Set-Aside. Sections 
105B(e) (1) and (3) of the 1949 Act 
provide that the Secretary may establish 
a set-aside program for the 1984 crop of 
feed grains if the Secretary determines 
that the total supply of feed grains, in 
the absence of such a program, will be 
excessive, taking into account the need 
for an adequate carryover to maintain 
reasonable and stable supplies and 
prices and to meet a national 
emergency. The Secretary shall 
announce any such feed grain set-aside 
program not later than November 15 of 
the year prior to the calendar year in 
which the crop is harvested. If a set- 
aside program is announced, the 
producers on a farm must, as a condition 
of eligibility for loans, purchases, and 
payments, set-aside and devote to 
conservation uses an acreage of 
cropland equal to a specified 
percentage, as determined by the 
Secretary, of the acreage of feed grains 
planted for harvest of the crop for which 





the set-aside is in effect. The set-aside 
acreage shall be devoted to 
conservation uses in accordance with 
regulations issued by the Secretary. If a 
set-aside program is established, the 
Secretary may limit the acreage planted 
to feed grains. Such limitation shall be 
applied on a uniform basis to all feed 
grain-producing farms. The Secretary 
may make such adjustments in 
individual set-aside acreages as the 
Secretary determines necessary to 
correct for abnormal factors affecting 
production, and to give due 
consideration to tillable acreage, crop- 
rotation practices, types of soil, soil and 
water conservation measures, 
topography, and such other factors as 
the Secretary deems necessary. 

Interested persons are encouraged to 
comment on the need for a 1984 Feed 
Grain Set-Aside program and, if so, the 
appropriate percentage of acreage to be 
reduced. 

g. Whether a Payment-In-Kind 
Program Should be Authorized and, if 
so, what Other Related Program 
Provisions Should be Applicable. 
Section 105B{e)(5) of the 1949 Act 
authorizes the Secretary to make land 
diversion payments to producers of feed 
grains if the Secretary determines that 
the payments are necessary to assist in 
adjusting the total national acreage of 
feed grains to desirable goals. The 
Commodity Credit Corporation Charter 
Act (15 U.S.C. 714 et seg.) gives the 
Corporation broad authority to support 
the price of agricultural commodities, 
stabilize agricultural commodity 
markets and remove and dispose of 
agricultural surpluses. 

Although acreage reduction and land 
diversion programs announced for the 
1983 crop of feed grains required a 
producer to reduce the farm acreage 
base by 20 percent, the supply of feed 
grains still greatly exceeded demand, 
thus creating an undesirable surplus. 
Accordingly, the Department 
determined that the diversion of 
additional acreage from the production 
of 1983-crop corn and sorghum was 
necessary and that participating 
producers would receive payment-in- 
kind compensation. This acreage which 
was diverted under the Payment-In-Kind 
Program was in addition to that acreage 
which the producer agreed to take out of 
production in accordance with the 
previously announced acreage reduction 
and cash land diversion programs for 
the 1983 corn and sorghum crops. Barley 
and Oats were notincluded in the 1983 
Payment-In-Kind Program since the 
stocks of these commodities, although 
excessive, were not as severely out of 
line with historical levels. 


With respect to the 1983 Payment-In- 
Kind Program for corn and sorghum, a 
producer could enter into a contract 
with the Commodity Credit Corporation 
(CCC) to divert not less than 10 percent 
nor more than 30 percent of the corn/ 
sorghum acreage base established for 
the farm. In addition, producers could 
submit whole base bids for a contract to 
divert 100 percent of the farm acreage 
base. The bids which were submitted 
were based upon the percentage of the 
farm's corn or sorghum yield which the 
producer was willing to accept as 
payment-in-kind compensation. The 
number of whole base bids which were 
accepted for the 1983 corn/sorghum crop 
in each county was limited so that the 
total corn/sorghum acreage taken out of 
production under the payment-in-kind, 
acreage reduction, and land diversion 
program would not exceed 45 percent of 
the combined corn/sorghum acreage 
bases in that county. 

With respect to contracts which were 
entered into by producers under the 
Payment-In-Kind Program for the 
diversion of between 10 and 30 percent 
of the corn/sorghum acreage base 


‘established for the farm, the quantity of 


corn/sorghum which the producer was 
eligible to receive as payment-in-kind 
compensation was equal to the acreage 
which was diverted multiplied by the 
farm's program yield multiplied by 80 
percent. With regard to contracts which 
were entered into by producers under 
the program involving whole base bids, 
the quantity of corn/sorghum received 
as payment-in-kind compensation was 
determined in the same manner as the 
10-30 percent contracts, except that the 
bid percentage was substituted for the 
80 percent factor. 

If the producer elected to participate 
in the Payment-In-Kind Program for 
corn/sorghum and the producer had an 
outstanding quantity of corn/sorghum 
pledged as collateral for a farmer-owned 
reserve loan which was obtained before 
January 12, 1983, or for a regular price 
support loan, the producer was required 
to redeem a quantity of such loan 
collateral equal to that quantity of corn/ 
sorghum which the producer was 
entitled to receive as payment-in-kind. 
The producer would then sell that 
quantity of grain which has been 
redeemed to CCC for payment-in-kind 
purposes. In the case of farmer-owned 
reserve loans, the price at which CCC 
purchased the corn/sorghum from the 
producer was reduced by the amount of 
any unearned advance storage 
payments. Further, in the case of farm 
stored farmer-owned reserve loans, the 
purchase price included additional 
compensation to take account of long- 
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term, storage-related commitments the 
producers may have undertaken. The 
quantity or corn/sorghum purchased by 
CCC in this manner would be made 
available to the producer as payment-in- 
kind. To the extent that a producer has 
no price support loan collateral which 
could be made available to CCC for 
payment-in-kind purposes, the producer 
would receive payment-in-kind 
compensation from warehouses 
designated by CCC. 

A payment-in-kind program for the 
1984 crop of feed grains will be 
considered. Any such program would be 
in addition to an ARP. The percentages 
of the farm program payment yield 
which would be made available as 
payment-in-kind under such a program 
would range from 50 percent to 80 
percent. 

Interested parties are invited to 
comment on the need for a PIK Program 
in 1984, and on the various program 
provisions required to administer such a 
program. Comment should include 
supporting data. 

h. Whether a Cash Land Diversion 
Program Should be Established and, if 
so, the Extent of Such Diversion and the 
Level of Payments. Section 105B(e)(5) of 
the 1949 Act provides that the Secretary 
may make land diversion payments to 
producers of feed grains, whether or not 
an acreage reduction or set-side 
program for feed grains is in effect, if the 
Secretary determines that such land 
diversion payments are necessary to 
assist in adjusting the total national 
acreage of feed grains to desirable goals. 
The amount payable to producers under 
land diversion contracts may be 
determined through the submission of 
bids for such contracts by producers in 
such manner as the Secretary may 
prescribe or through such other means 
as the Secretary deems appropriate. In 
the past, land diversion payments have 
been made based upon an offer rate 
system (i.e., a specific rate per bushel 
multiplied by the farm program payment 
yield). 

Interested persons are encouraged to 
address the need for a cash land 
diversion program either in lieu of, or in 
conjunction with, an acreage reduction 
or set-aside program and the 
appropriate terms and conditions of a 
land diversion program. 

i. Whether Barley Should be 
Determined to be an Eligible 
Commodity for Payment Purposes 
Under the Feed Grain Program. Section 
105B(b)(1)(E) of the 1949 Act gives the 
Secretary discretionary authority 
concerning the inclusion of barley as a 
commodity which is eligible for 
payments under the feed grain program. 
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In the past, barley has been included as 
a commodity for which payments can be 
made under the feed grain program with 
the exception of the 1967, 1968 and 1971 
programs. If barley were not included in 
the 1984 program, barley producers 
would not be eligible to receive 
payments under the feed grain program 
for their crops but would be eligible for 
the price support and farmer-owned 
grain reserve programs. 

While barley acreage has been 
reduced slightly over the past few years, 
yield trend increases have maintained 
barley supplies around 600 million 
bushels with normal weather conditions. 
The 1982 crop was a record 522 million 
bushels with a record yield of 57.3 
bushels per acre. Barley demand, 
however, has remained feirly stable. 
Carryover stocks for barley during the 
1983/84 crop year is projected to total 
240 million bushels which is considered 
more than adequate. 

Interested persons are encouraged to 
comment on barley being included as a 
commodity for which payments can be 
made under the 1984 Feed Grain 
Program, considering the supply and 
demand situation indicated above. 

j. Whether Malting Barley Should be 
Exempt from an Acreage Reduction 
Program if there is Such a Program. 
Under Section 105B(e)(2) of the 1949 Act, 
the Secretary may provide that no 
producer of malting barley shall be 
required as a condition of eligibility for 
feed grain loans, purchases, and 
payments to comply with any acreage 
limitation if such producer has 
previously produced a malting variety of 
barley, plants barley only of an 
acceptable malting variety for harvest, 
and meets other conditions as the 
Secretary may prescribe. 

Comments from interested persons 
with respect to the malting barley 
exemption, if any, are requested. 

k. Whether to Allow Haying and 
Grazing of Conservation Use Acreage if 
an Acreage Reduction Program, Set- 
Aside Program, or Payment-In-Kind 
Program is Established. Section 
105B(e)(4) of the 1949 Act provides that 
the regulations issued by the Secretary 
with respect to acrease required to be 
devoted to conservation uses shall 
assure protection of such acreage from 
weeds and wind and water erosion. 

With respect to the 1983-Crop Feed 
Grain Acreage Reduction Program, 
producers were permitted to graze the 
conservation use acreage except during 
the six principal growing months but 
were not permitted to harvest their 
conservation use acreage for hay. 

If an Acreage Reduction, Set-Aside or 
Payment-In-Kind Program is announced 
for the 1984 crop of feed grains, the only 


option under consideration would 
permit grazing of the conservation use 
acreage, except during the six principal 
growing months. 

Interested persons are invited to 
comment on the provisions concerning 
the grazing and haying of conservation 
use acreage. 

1. Advance Deficiency Payments. 
Section 105C of the 1949 Act provides 
that if the Secretary establishes an 
acreage reduction or acreage set-aside 
program for feed grains and determines 
that deficiency payments will likely be 
made for such crop, the Secretary may 
make available advance deficiency 
payments to producers who agree to 
participate in such program. Payments 
are to be made available to producers in 
such amounts as the Secretary 
determines appropriate to encourage 
adequate participation in the 1984 feed 
grains program, except that the 
payments shall not exceed an amount 
determined by multiplying (i) the 
estimated farm program acreage, by (ii) 
the farm program yield, by (iii) 50 
percent of the projected payment rate, 
as determined by the Secretary. 

In any case in which the deficiency 
payment which is to be made to a 
producer for a crop, as finally 
determined by the Secretary, is less than 
the advance deficiency amount paid to 
the producer, the producer shall refund 
the difference. 

If no deficiency payments are to be 
made to producers, the producers who 
received advance payments shall refund 
such advance payments. Any refund 
shall be due at the end of the marketing 
year. 

If a producer fails to comply with the 
requirements under the acreage 
reduction or set-aside program involved 
after obtaining any available advance 
deficiency payment, the producer shall 
repay immediately the amount of the 
advance plus interest thereon as 
determined by the Secretary. 

For the 1984 feed grain program, the 
option under consideration is to make 
available to producers advance 
deficiency payments at 50 percent of the 
projected payment rate. Interested 
persons are requested to comment with 
respect to the need for, and the amount 
of, advance deficiency payments. 

m. Provisions of the Farmer-Owned 
Reserve (FOR). Section 110 of the 1949 
Act provides that the Secretary shall 
formulate and administer a program 
under which producers of feed grains 
will be able to store such feed grains 
when it is in abundant supply and 
extend the time for its orderly 
marketing. The Secretary shall provide 
for original or extended price support 
loans at such level of support as the 
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Secretary determines appropriate, 
except that the loan rate shall not be 
less than the current level of price 
support provided for under the feed 
grain program established in accordance 
with Section 105B of the 1949 Act. The 
program may provide for: (1) Repayment 
of such loans in not less than three years 
nor more than five years; (2) payments 
to producers for storage in such amounts 
and under such conditions as are 
determined to be appropriate to 
encourage producers to participate in 
the program; (3) a rate of interest not 
less than the rate of interest charged 
CCC by the United States Treasury, 
except that the Secretary may waive or 
adjust such interest as the Secretary 
deems appropriate; (4) recovery of 
amounts paid for storage, and for the 
payment of additional interest or other 
charges if such loans are repaid by 
producers before the market price for 
feed grains has reached the trigger 
release level; and (5) conditions 
designed to induce producers to redeem 
and market the feed grains securing 
such loans without regard to the 
maturity dates thereof whenever the 
Secretary determines that the market 
price for the commodity has attained a 
specified level (i.e., the “trigger release 
level’), as determined by the Secretary. 
The Secretary shall announce the terms 
and conditions of the producer storage 
program as far in advance of making 
loans as practicable. In such 
announcements, the Secretary shall 
specify the quantity of feed grains to be 
stored under the program which the 
Secretary determines appropriate to 


‘ promote the orderly marketing of feed 


grains. The Secretary may place an 
upper limit on the amount of feed grains 
placed in the reserve but such upper 
limit may not be less than 1 billion 
bushels of feed grains. 

The following options are under 
consideration with respect to the FOR 
for the 1984-crop of feed grains: (a) 
Providing for an extended price support 
loan with a loan rate which is equal to 
the loan rate which is applicable to 
regular price support loans for the 1984 
crop of feed grains; (b) providing for a 
storage payment rate of 26.5 cents per 
bushel for all crops except oats, which 
would be 20 cents per bushel; (c} 
charging producers who have pledged 
feed grains as collateral for a loan under 
the FOR interest for the first year at the 
prevailing rate the United States 
Treasury charges CCC for its 
borrowings and waiving interest for the 
second and third years; (d) providing for 
a corn trigger release level of $3.25 per 
bushel or a trigger release level at the 
same level as the target price level for 





corn (sorghum, barley and oats trigger 
release levels would approximate their 
feed value relationship to corn); (e) 
providing that a producer may not place 
feed grain into the FOR until after 
maturity of the 9-month regular price 
support loan; and (f) placing no upper 
limit on the quantity of feed grains 
entering the reserve program, 

Interested persons are encouraged to 
comment on these or other options 
dealing with the provisions of the 
farmer-owned reserve program for the 
1984 crop of feed grains. 

n. Whether to require Offsetting 
Compliance if an Acreage Reduction 
Program is established. Section 105B(g) 
of the 1949 Act provides that the 
Secretary may issue such regulations as 
the Secretary determines to be 
necessary to carry out the feed grain 
program. In some prior crop years, the 
Secretary has promulgated regulations 
providing for offsetting compliance 
requirements. If offsetting compliance is 
required, operators and owners of farms 
would have to ensure that all of the 
farms in which they had an interest 
were either in compliance with the 
program requirements or the acreages of 
feed grains planted to harvest on each of 
such farms did not exceed the feed grain 
acreage bases which were established 
for such farm. 

Offsetting compliance was not in 
effect for the 1983 crop. Interested 
persons are encouraged to comment on 
the need for offsetting compliance for 
the 1984-crop of feed grains if an 
acreage reduction program is 
established. 

0. Whether Popcorn and Waxy Corn 
Should be Determined to be an Eligible 
Commondity for Payment Purposes 
Under the Feed Grain Program. Section 
105B of the 1949 Act gives the Secretary 
discretionary authority concerning the 
inclusion of popcorn as a commodity 
which is eligible for benefits under the 
feed grain program. In the past, popcorn 
has not been considered to be “corn” 
which would be eligible for these 
benefits. If popcorn were included in the 
1984 program, popcorn producers would 
become eligible to receive payments 
under the feed grain program and also 
become eligible for the price support 
and farmer-owned grain reserve 
program. 

Historically, popcorn and certain 
other corn varieties have not been 
considered corn for the purposes of the 
feed grain program authorized by the 
1949 Act. The acreage devoted to these 
excluded varieties is not used in 
determining acreage bases under the 
authorized feed grain program. 
Consequently, this acreage has not been 
eligible for program benefits nor is the 


acreage of such varieties charged 
against the acreage of corn which is 
permitted to be grown by a producer 
under the current acreage reduction, 
paid land diversion, or Payment-In-Kind 
Programs. If popcorn were to be 
inlcuded, a record of 1980-1983 popcorn 
planted acreage would have to be 
secured—and this acreage would be 
added to the farm's established corn/ 
sorghum base acreage. 

Most popcorn acreages are grown 
under contract and the production 
enters the commercial food trade 
channels. Therefore, popcorn statistics 
are limited, which impedes an in-depth 
analysis of the production and CCC 
budget impacts of including it in the feed 
grain program. In addition, grade 
standards would have to be established 
in order to offer a loan and reserve 
program for popcorn. 

The Department also requests 
comments on whether waxy corn should 
be included in the 1984 Feed Grain 
Program. Waxy corn has historically 


been included in the feed grain program - 


and eligible for program benefits. 
However, some growers of waxy corn 
have requested that this corn be 
excluded from the feed grain program 
since the principal use of this corn is as 
a food grain. 

Interested persons are encouraged to 
comment on the inclusion or exclusin of 
these crops or other varieties from the 
1984 feed grain program, along with 
appropriate supporting data. 

p. Other Related Provisions. A 
number of other determinations must be 
made in carrying out the feed grain loan 
and purchase programs such as: (a) 
Commodity eligibility; (b) premiums and 
discounts for grades, classes, and other 
qualities; (c) establishment of county 
loan and purchases rates; (d) such other 
provisions as may be necessary to carry 
out the programs. 

Consideration will be given to any 
data, views and recommendations that 
may be received relating to the above 
item. 

Signed at Washington, D.C. on June 20, 
1983 
Everett Rank, 

Administrator, Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service. 

[FR Doc. 83-17013 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45am] 

BILLING CODE 3610-05-M 


Forest Service 


Nezperce National Grazing Advisory 
Board; Meeting 


The Nezperce National Forest Grazing 
Advisory Board will meet at 6:00 p.m., 
August 8, 1983, at Adams Work Center 
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located at the head of Mill Creek, 
Section 26, T27N, R3E, B.M. There will 
be a barbecue steak fry and evening 
meeting with the board at Adams. The 
meeting will continue on August 9 with 
a horseback ride to Sawyer Ridge on the 
Butte Gospel Grazing Allotment and to 
American Creek on the Hungry Ridge 
Allotment. 

The purpose of the meeting will be to 
review allotment management plans and 
range improvements. 

Public participation is welcome; 
however, participants will be 
responsible for their own transportation, 
horse and bedroll. 


Dated: June 15, 1983. 
Tom Kovalicky, 
Forest Supervisor. 


(FR Doc. 83-17047 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-11-M 


Rural Electrification Administration 


Colorado-Ute Electric Association, 
inc.; Supplemental Draft 
Environmental impact Statement 


AGENCY: Rural Electrification 
Administration, USDA. 


ACTION: Availability of supplemental 
draft environmental impact statement 
and notice of public hearings. 


SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that 
the Rural Electrification Administration 
(REA) has prepared a Supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(SDEIS) and intends to hold public 
meetings in connection with the 
proposed construction of approximately 
440 km (275 miles) of single circuit 345 
kV transmission line and associated 
facilities by Colorado-Ute Electric 
Association, Inc., (Colorado-Ute), 
Western Area Power Administration 
(Western) and Public Service Company 
of Colorado. The proposed transmission 
line would extend from Colorado-Ute’s 
Rifle Substation near Rifle, Colorado, to 
the San Juan Generating Station located 
near Farmington, New Mexico. 
Associated facilities include the 
expansion of existing substations at 
Grand Junction, Montrose, and Durango, 
Colorado; construction of a new 
substation (Long Hollow) near Durango, 
Colorado; addition of termination 
facilities at the Rifle Substation and the 
San Juan Generating Station 
Switchyard; and the construction of 
approximately 11 km (7 miles) of 115 kV 
transmission line from the proposed 
Long Hollow Substation to the existing 
Durango Substation. REA has been 
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asked to provide financing assistance 
for the proposed construction. 

DATE: Public comments must be received 
by REA no later than August 8; 1983. 
ADDRESS: Submit written comments to 
Mr. William E. Davis, Director, Western 
Area—Electric, Rural Electrification 
Administration, Room 3304-S, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, 14th and 
Independence Ave., Washington, D.C. 
20250. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Mr. William E. Davis, Director, Western 
Area—Electric, above address, 
telephone: (202) 382-8848 or FTS 382- 
8848. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
response to the request for financing 
assistance from Colorado-Ute, REA and 
the cooperating agencies (Western, the 
U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land 
Management) prepared the SDEIS for 
the proposed construction of 
approximately 440 km (275 miles) of 345 
kV transmission line and associated 
facilities. The proposed construction 
would affect portions of Garfield, Mesa, 
Delta, Montrose, Ouray, San Miguel, 
Dolores, Montezuma and La Plata 
Counties, Colerado, and San Juan 
County, New Mexico. 

The SDEIS may be examined during 
regular business hours at the following 
locations: 


Rural Electrification Administration 14th 
and Independence Ave., SW., Room 
3304-S, Washington, D.C. 20250. 

Colorado-Ute Electric Association, Inc., 
1845 South Townsend Avenue, 
Montrose, Colorado 81401. 

Western Area Power Administration, 
1627 Cole Boulevard, Denver, 
Colorado 80401. 


The SDEIS may also be examined at 
the Forest Supervisor's offices located in 
Glenwood Springs, Delta and Durango, 
Colorado; Bureau of Land Management 
District Offices in Montrose, Grand _ 
Junction, Glenwood Springs and 
Durango, Colorado, and Farmington, 
New Mexico; and also at public libraries 
in the affected counties. 

Alternatives considered in the SDEIS 
include no action, energy conservation 
and load management, purchase of 
required power, noncentralized 
generation sources, upgrading/ 
rebuilding existing transmission 
facilities, installation of series 
compensation, system alternatives, 
alternative corridors, alternative 
substation sites and alternative 
structure designs. 

The preferred alternative, which is the 
construction of a single circuit 345 kV 
transmission line, would not affect 
threatened and endangered species or 


known cultural resources. The proposed 
project would remove a small amount of 
agricultural land (approximately 1.6 ha 
(4 acres) from production. 
Approximately 320 ha (790 acres) of 
commercial timberland would be lost for 
the life of the project. The project would 
cross some floodplain areas associated 
with the Colorado River. REA has 
tentatively concluded that there is no 
practicable alternative to crossing these 
areas. Further information concerning 
this matter can be found in the SDEIS. 

Copies of the SDEIS have been sent to 
various Federal, State and local 
agencies and individuals which have 
already expressed an interest in this 
proposal, as outlined in the Council on 
Environmental Quality Guidelines (40 
CFR Part 1500). Limited copies are 
available upon request to Mr. William E. 
Davis, Director, Western Area—Electric, 
address above. 

REA and the cooperating agencies 
will hold public hearings to obtain 
comments on the SDEIS and 
environmental aspects of the proposed 
project. The hearings will be held at the 
following locations: 

July 25, 1983, 7:30 p.m., Ramada 
Convention Center, Bookcliffs Room, 718 
Horizon Drive, Grand Junction, 
Colorado. 

July 26, 1983, 7:30 p.m., Colorado-Ute 
Electric Association Auditorium, 1845 
South Townsend Street, Montrose, 
Colorado. 

July 27, 1983, 7:30 p.m., Durango Senior 
High School Auditorium, 2400 Main 
Avenue, Durango, Colorado. 

July 28, 1983, 7:30 p.m., Empire Electric 
Association, Calvin Denton Room, 801 
M. Broadway, Cortez, Colorado. 

Final REA action concerning the 
project, including any release of funds 
for construction, will be taken only after 
REA has reached satisfactory 
conclusions with respect to the project's 
environmental effects and compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 and with other 
environmentally related statutes, 
regulations, Executive Orders, and 
Secretary's Memoranda. 


This program is listed in the Catalog of 
Federal Domestic Assistance as 10.850— 
Rural Electrification Loans and Loan 
Guarantees. 


Dated: June 16, 1983. 
Harold V. Hunter, 
Administrator. 


[FR Doc. 83~16786 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3410-15-4 


Soil Conservation Service 


Creswell Watershed, North Carolina; 
Environmental impact 


AGENCY: Soil Conservation Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 102(2){C) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969; the Council on 
Environmental Quality Guidelines (40 
CFR Part 1500); and the Soil 
Conservation Service Guidelines (7 CFR 
Part 650); the Soil Conservation Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, gives 
notice that an environmental impact 
statement is not being prepared for the 
Creswell Watershed, Washington, 
County, North Carolina. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Coy A. Garrett, State Conservationist, 
Soil Conservation Service, 310 New Bern 
Avenue, P.O. Box 27307, Raleigh, North 
Carolina, 27611, telephone 919-755-4210. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
environmental assessment of this 
federally assisted action indicates that 
the project will not cause significant 
local, regional, or national impacts on 
the environment. As a result of these 
findings, Coy A. Garrett, State 
Conservationist, has determined that the 
preparation and review of an 
environmental impact statement are not 
needed for this project. 

The project concerns a plan for flood 
control. The planned works of 
improvement include 1,850 feet of dike, 
four-48” tide gates, three pumps with 
combined capacity of 25,000 gpm. 

The Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) has been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Protection Agency and to various 
Federal, State, and local agencies and 
interested parties. A limited number of 
copies of the FONSI are available to fill 
single copy requests at the above 
address. Basic data developed during 
the environmental assessment are on 
file and may be reviewed by contacting 
Coy A Garrett. 

No administrative action on 
implementation of the proposal will be 
taken until 30 days after the date of this 
publication in the Federal Register. 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
program No. 10:904, Watershed. Protection 
and Flood Prevention Program. Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-95 
regarding State and local clearinghouse 
review of Federal and federally assisted 
programs and projects is applicable) 





Dated: June 13, 1983. 
Coy A. Garrett, 
State Conservationist. 
[FR Doc. 83-16676 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3410-16-M 


Town of Shirley Fiood Prevention 
RC&D Measure, Indiana; 
Environmental Impact 


AGENCY: Soil Conservation Service, 
Department of Agriculture. 

ACTION: Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert L. Eddleman, State 
Conservationist, Soil Conservation 
Service, Suite 2200, Crawfordsville 
Road, Indianapolis, Indiana 46224, 
telephone (317) 248-4350. 


Notice 

Pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969; the Council on Environmental 
Quality Guidelines (7 CFR Part 650); the 
Soil Conservation Service, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, gives notice 
that an environmental impact statement 
is being prepared for the Shirley Flood 
Prevention RC&D Measure, Hancock 
County, Indiana. 

The environmental assessment of this 
federally assisted action indicates that 
the project will not cause significant 
local, regional or national impacts on 
the environment. As a result of these 
findings, Robert Eddleman, State 
Conservationist has determined that the 
preparation and review of an 
environmental impact statement is not 
needed for this project. 

The measure concerns a plan for flood 
prevention for the Town of Shirley. The 
planned works of improvement include 
the construction of 550 feet of diversion, 
1050 feet of drainage field ditch, 2250 
feet of underground outlet, 0.9 acres of 
critical area planting, and one inlet for 
surface water control. 

The Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FNSI) has been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Protection Agency. The basic data 
developed during the environmental 
assessment is on file and may be 
reviewed by contacting Robert L. 
Eddleman, State Conservationist. The 
FNSI has been sent to various federal, 
state and local agencies and interested 
parties. A limited number of copies of 
the FNSI are available to fill single copy 
requests at the above address. 

Implementation of the proposal will 
not be initiated until 30 days after the 
date of this publication in the Federal 
Register. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 

Program No. 10.904, Watershed Protection 

and Flood Prevention Program. Office of 

Management and Budget Circular A-95 

regarding State and local clearinghouse 

review of Federal and federally assisted 

programs and projects is applicable) 
Dated: June 13, 1983. 

Robert L. Eddleman, 

State Conservationist. 

[PR Doc. 83-16675 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-16-M 


Cedar Bend Critical Area Treatment 
RC&D Measure, Indiana; 
Environmental Impact 

AGENCY: Soil Conservation Service, 
Department of Agriculture. 

ACTION: Notice of a finding of no 
significant impact. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert L. Eddleman, State 
Conservationist, Soil Conservation 
Service, Suite 2200, 5610 Crawfordsville 
Road, Indianapolis, Indiana, 46224, 
telephone 317/248-4350. 


Notice 


Pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969; the Council on Environmental 
Quality Guidelines (40 CFR Part 1500); 
and the Soil Conservation Service 
Guidelines (7 CFR Part 650); the Soil 
Conservation Service, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, gives notice that an 
environmental impact statement is not 
being prepared for the Cedar Bend 
Critical Area Treatment RC&D Measure, 
Boone County, Indiana. 

The environmental assessment of this 
federally assisted action indicates that 
the project will not cause significant 
local, regional, or national impacts on 
the environment. As a result of these 
Findings, Robert L. Eddleman, State 
Conservationist, has determined that the 
preparation and review of an 
environmental impact statement are not 
needed for this project. 

The project concerns a plan of critical 
area treatment. The planned works of 
improvement include construction of 
thirteen (13) water and sediment control 
basins with 2400 feet of subsurface drain 
as an outlet. Also, approximately 3.5 
acres of seeding, fertilizing and 
mulching will be done after construction 
is completed. 

The Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) has been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Protection Agency. Basic data 
developed during the environmental 
assessment are on file and may be 
reviewed by contacting Robert L. 
Eddleman. An environmental impact 
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appraisal has been prepared and sent to 
various Federal, State, and local 
agencies and interested parties. A 
limited number of copies of the 
environmental impact appraisal are 
available to fill single copy requests at 
the dbove address. 

No administrative action on 
implementation of the proposal will be 
taken until 30 days after the date of this 
publication in the Federal Register. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 

Program No. 10.904, Watershed Protection 

and Flood Prevention Program. Office of 

Management and Budget Circular A-95 

regarding State and local clearinghouse 

review of Federal and federally assisted 

programs and projects is applicable) 
Dated: June 15, 1983. 

Robert L. Eddleman, 

State Conservationist, 

{FR Doc. 83-16853 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-16-M 


Cedar-Piney Creeks Watershed, 
Arkansas; Environmental Impact 


AGENCY: Soil Conservation Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969; the Council on 
Environmental Quality Guidelines (40 
CFR Part 1500); and the Soil 
Conservation Service Guidelines (7 CFR 
Part 650); the Soil Conservation Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, gives 
notice that an environmental impact 
statement is not being prepared for the 
Cedar-Piney Creeks Watershed, Yell 
County, Arkansas. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jack C. Davis, State Conservationist, 
Soil Conservationist Service, P.O. Box 
2323, Little Rock, Arkansas 72203, 
telephone 501-378-5288. 

The environmental assessment of this 
federally assisted action indicates that 
the project will not cause significant 
local, regional, or national impacts on 
the environment. As a result of these 
findings, Jack C. Davis, State 
Conservationist, has determined that the 
preparation and review of an 
environmental impact statement are not 
needed for this project. 

The project concerns a plan for flood 
prevention, municipal water and 
watershed protection. A portion of the 
project, including 87 percent of the land 
treatment and one multiple purpose 
structure for flood prevention and 
municipal water, has been completed. 
National Environmental Policy Act 
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requirements for these completed 
measures have been fulfilled. The 
planned works of improvement 
remaining to be installed include two 
single purpose floodwater retarding 
structures and accelerated technical 
assistance for land treatment. 

The Notice of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) has been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Protection Agency and to various 
Federal, State, and local agencies and 
interested parties. A limited number of 
copies of the FONSI are available to fill 
single copy requests at the above 
address. Basic data developed during 
the environmental assessment are on 
file and may be reviewed by contacting 
Jack C. Davis, State Conservationist. 

No administrative action on 
implementation of the proposal will be 
taken until 30 days after the date of this 
publication in the Federal Register. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 

Program No. 10.904, Watershed Protection 

and Flood Prevention Program. Office of 

Management and Budget Circular A-95 

regarding State and local clearinghouse 

review of Federal and federally assisted 

programs and projects is applicable) 
Dated: June 17, 1983. 

Jack C. Davis, 

State Conservationist, Soil Conservation 

Service, Arkansas. 

[FR Doc. 83-16850 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 

BILLING CODE 3410-16-M 


Muddy Fork of Silver Creek 
Watershed, Indiana; Environmental 
Impact 


AGENCY: Soil Conservation Service, 
USDA. 

ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 102{2)(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969; the Council! on 
Environmental Quality Guidelines (40 
CFR Part 1500); and the Soil 
Conservation Service Guidelines (7 CFR 
Part 650); the Soil Conservation Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, gives 
notice that an environmental impact 
statement is being prepared for the 
Muddy Fork of Silver Creek Watershed, 
Clark County, Indiana. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert L. Eddleman, State 
Conservationist, Soil Conservation 
Service, Suite 2200, 5610 Crawfordsville 
Road, Indianapolis, Indiana, 46224, 
telephone 317 248-4350. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
environmental assessment of this 
federally assisted action indicates that 
the project may cause significant local, 


regional, or national impacts on the 
environment. As a result of these 
findings, Robert L. Eddleman, State 
Conservationist, has determined that the 
preparation and review of an 
environmental impact statement are 
needed for this project. 


The project concerns a plan for 
watershed protection, flood prevention, 
recreation, and municipal water supply. 
Alternatives under consideration to 
reach these objectives include systems 
for conservation land treatment, 
nonstructural measures, earth dams, and 
channel work. 

A draft environmental! impact 
statement will be prepared and 
circulated for review by agencies and 
the public. The Soil Conservation 
Service invites participation and 
consultation of agencies and individuals 
that have special expertise, legal 
jurisdiction, or interest in the 
preparation of the draft environmental 
impact statement. A meeting will be 
held at 7:30 p.m., (EDT) Wednesday, 
August 10, 1983, in the Borden Museum, 
New Providence (Borden), Indiana to 
determine the scope of the evaluation of 
the proposed action. Further information 
on the proposed action, or the scoping 
meeting may be obtained from Robert L. 
Eddleman, State Conservationist,.at the 
above address or telephone 317-248— 
4350. : 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 10.904, Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention Program. Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-95 
regarding State and local clearinghouse 
review of Federal and federally assisted 
programs and projects is applicable} 

Dated: June 14, 1983. 

Robert L. Eddleman, 

State Conservationist. 

(FR Doc. 83-1623 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3410-16-M 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
International Trade Administration 


Discrete Semiconductor Device; 
Subcommittee of the Semiconductor 
Technical Advisory Committee; Closed 
Meeting 


SUMMARY: The Semiconductor Technical 
Advisory Committee was initially 
established on January 3, 1973, and 
rechartered on September 18, 1981 in 
accordance with the Export 
Administration Act of 1979 and the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. The 
Subcommittee was approved for 
continuation on October 5, 1981 
pursuant to the charter of the 
Committee. The Subcommittee was 
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formed to study transistor, diode, 
photoconductive, and thyristor 
semiconductor devices with the goal of 
making recommendations to the 
Department of Commerce relating to the 
approriate parameters for controlling 
export for reasons of national security. 


TIME AND PLACE: July 12, 1983, at 9:30 
a.m., Herbert C. Hoover Building, Room 
5611, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 


AGENDA: The Subcommittee will meet 
only in Executive Session to discuss 
matiers properly classified under 
Executive Order 12356, dealing with the 
U.S. and COCOM control program and 
strategic criteria related thereto. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A Notice 
of Determination to clese meetings or 
portions of meetings of the 
Subcommittee to public on the basis of 5 
U.S.C. 552b(c}(1) was approved on 
September 29, 1981, in accordance with 
the Federal Advisory Committee Aet. 

A copy of the Notice is available for 
public inspection and copying in the 
Central Reference and Records 
Inspection Facility, Room 6628, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, (202) 377- 
4217. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mrs. Margaret A. Cornejo, (202) 377- 
2583. 


Dated: June 20, 1983. 
Milton Baltas, 
Director of Technical Programs, Office of 
Export Administration. 
[FR Doc. 83-17094 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Eiectronic Instrumentation Technical 
Advisory Committee; Closed Meeting 


SUMMARY: The Electronic 
Instrumentation Technical Advisory 
Committee was initially established on 
October 23, 1973, and rechartered on 
September 18, 1981 in accordance with 
the Export Administration Act of 1979 
and the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act. 


TIME AND PLACE: July 21, 1983, at 9:30 
a.m., Herbert C. Hoover Building, Room 
3708, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. The 
meeting will continue to its conclusion 
on July 22, in Room 3708, Herbert C. 
Hoover Building. 


AGENDA: The Committee will meet only 
in Executive Session to discuss matters 
properly classified under Executive 
Order 12356, dealing with the U.S. and 
COCOM control program and strategic 
criteria related thereto. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A Notice 
of Determination to close meetings or 
portions of meetings of the 
Subcommittee to the public on the basis 
of 5 U.S.C. 552b(c)(1) was approved on 
September 29, 1981, in accordance with 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act. A 
copy of the Notice is available for public 
inspection and copying in the Central 
Reference and Records Facility, Room 
6628, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
telephone: (202) 377-4217. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mrs. Margaret A. Cornejo, 202 377-2583. 


Dated: June 20, 1983. 
Milton Baltas, 
Director of Technical Programs, Office of 
Export Administration. 
{FR Doc. 83-17089 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Export Trade Certificate of Review; 
Applications 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice of Application. 


SUMMARY: The Office of Export Trading 
Company Affairs, International Trade 
Administration, Department of 
Commerce has received applications for 
Export Trade Certificates of Review. 
This notice summarizes the conduct for 
which certification is sought and invites 
interested parties to submit information 
relevant to the determination of whether 
the certificates should be issued. 
DATES: Comments on these applications 
must be submitted on or before July 15, 
1983. 
ADDRESS: Interested parties should 
submit their written comments, original 
and five (5) copies, to: Office of Export 
Trading Company Affairs, International 
Trade Administration, Department of 
Commerce, Room 6711, Washington, 
D.C. 20230. ’ 
Comments should refer to the 
applications as “Export Trade 
Certificate of Review, application 
number 83-00001, 83-0002 and/or 83- 
0004.” 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Charles S. Warner, Director, Office of 
Export Trading Company Affairs, 
International Trade Administration, 
202/377-5131, or Eleanor Roberts Lewis, 
Assistant General Counsel for Export 
Trading Companies, Office of General 
Counsel, 202/377-0937. These are not 
toll-free numbers. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Title III 
of the Export Trading Company Act of 
1982 (Pub. L. 97-290) authorizes the 
Secretary of Commerce to issue Export 
Trade Certificates of Review. A 


certificate of review protects its holder 
from civil and criminal liability under 
Federal and state antitrust laws for the 
export trade, export trade activities and 
methods of operation specified in the 
certificate. A certificate of review is to 
be issued to any applicant that 
establishes that its specified export 
trade, export trade activities, and 
methods of operation will: 

1. result in neither a substantial 
lessening of competition or restraint of 
trade within the United States nor a 
substantial restraint of the export trade 
of any competitor of the applicant, 

2. not unreasonably enhance, 
stabilize, or depress prices within the 
United States of the goods, wares, 
merchandise, or services of the class 
exported by the applicant, 

3. not constitute unfair methods of 
competition against competitors 
engaged in the export of goods, wares, 
merchandise, or services of the class 
exported by the applicant, and 

4. not include any act that may 
reasonably be expected to result in the 
sale for consumption or resale within 
the United States of the goods, wares, 
merchandise, or services exported by 
the applicant. ; 

The Office of Export Trading 
Company Affairs has received the 
following applications for an Export 
Trade Certificate of Review: 

Applicant: International Development 
Institute, Washington, D.C. 

Application #: 83-00001. 

Date Received: June 9, 1983. 

Date Deemed Submitted: June 13, 
1983. 

Members in Addition to Applicant: 
None. 

Summary of Application: The 
International Development Institute, a 
non-profit District of Columbia~ 
corporation, seeks certification of a 
proposal! to establish and operate an 
exhibition facility, an educational center 
and a research and development service 
for the purpose of promoting export 
trade by domestic companies. It will do 
business eventually through three 
organizations: 

A USS. International Trade Center 
(operating under the name TRADEXPO) 
that displays products, services and 
appropriate technology related to basic 
human needs for direct sales to foreign 
buyers who visit the trade center. 

A USS. International Education Center 
that sponsors monthly conferences on 
trade, economic development and the 
latest technology having application to 
global basic human needs; that conducts 
undergraduate and graduate studies 
programs in international economics 
and development technology; that 
carries out multilingual technical 
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training and extension services 
programs in the U.S. and overseas. - 

A US. International Research Center 
that researches and demonstrates state- , 
of-the-art technology to trade center 
exhibitors and foreign buyers; that 
designs operating production units as 
models or “turnkey” projects for use in 
any country in the world; that provides 
technical services for overseas 
economic development projects. 

Export trade activities to be supplied 
include, but are not limited to, travel 
arrangements, advertising/promotional 
services, data base, seminars and 
research. To facilitate the export of 
goods, insurance, financial and freight 
arrangements will be available. 

Methods of operation may include 
exclusive supply contracts with 
domestic firms to provide some products 
and services upon the request of 
exhibitors and visitors. International 
Development Institute may also develop 
financial or other business criteria for 
the selection of exhibitors at the 
TRADEXPO facility, although the 
criteria will be applied without 
discrimination. No confidential domestic 
business information will be collected; 
International Development Institute may 
collect and publish confidential 
international business information in 
conjunction with research and 
educational services. 

Applicant: Jnternational Marketing 
and Procurement Services, Inc., Butler, 
Pennsylvania. 

Application #: 83-00002. 

Date Received: June 9, 1983. 

Date Deemed Submitted: June 13, 
1983. 

Members in Addition to Applicant: 
None. 

Summary of Application: On the 9th 
day of June, 1983, an Application for an 
Export Trade Certificate of Review 
pursuant to the provisions of Section 
302(a) of the Export Trading Company 
Act of 1982, Pub. L. 97-290, was 
submitted to the Secretary of Commerce 
by International Marketing and 
Procurement Services, Inc., a 
Pennsylvania corporation with its 
principal office address of P.O. 1797, 
Butler, Pennsylvania 16001. The 
following is a summary of the export 
trade activities and methods of 
operation of International Marketing 
and Procurement Services, Inc. for 
Sports and Leisure Equipment and 
Services in its Export Markets in the 
Middle East (including the nations of 
Saudi Arabia, Oman, Kuwait, Bahrain, 
the United Arab Emirates, Qatar, 
Jordan, Iraq, Lebanon, Egypt, Sudan, 
Morocco and Syria), Europe (including 
the nations of the United Kingdom, 
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Ireland, France, Belgium, Netherlands, 
Germany, Switzerland, Greece, Italy, 
Spain, Portugal, Denmark, Finland, 
Norway, Sweden, Austria, Poland, 
Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia), 
Australia and the Far East (including the 
nations of China, Taiwan, Japan, 
Philippines, Indonesia and Hong Kong) 
for which the Application was 
submitted: 

A. Export Trade Activities. 

1. To act as a representative for U.S. 
manufacturers of Sports and Leisure 
Equipment and Services in Applicant's 
Export Markets and to provide exporting 
services in connection therewith, 
including without limitation, consulting, 
international market research, 
advertising, marketing, insurance, ° 
product research and design, 
transportation, trade documentation and 
freight forwarding, communication, 
processing foreign orders, foreign 
exchange, financing, and taking title to 
goods. 

2. To act asa broker for the purchase 
or sale of Sports and Leisure Equipment 
and Services on a straight commission 
or cost-plus commission basis in 
Applicant's Export Markets. 

3. To act as a procuring agent for 
persons doing business in Applicant's 
Export Markets. 

4. To provide sports and recreation 
consulting in Applicant's Export 
Markets, including without limitation, 
the development, design, installation 
and management of sports and 
recreation facilities and/or programs on 
a “turn-key” basis or otherwise. 

5. To provide warehouse facilities in 
Applicant's Export Markets. 

6. To establish and operate retail 
display sales facilities in Applicant's 
Export Markets. 

7. To buy, sell, assemble and export 
Sports and Leisure Equipment and 
Services of all kinds. 


B. Methods of Operation. 

1. To enter into exclusive agency 
agreements with foreign persons for 
Sports and Leisure Equipment and 
Services. 


2. To enter into exclusive sales 
agreements for Sports and Leisure 
Equipment and Services manufactured 
or supplied by U.S. companies to be sold 
in Applicant's Export Markets. 


3. With respect to Sports and Leisure 
Equipment and Services, to establish 
uniform prices to be charged in 
Applicant's Export Markets and/or to 
allocate foreign territory among U.S. 
manufacturers represented by Applicant 
and the foreign distributors of such U.S. 
manufacturers and/or to establish such 


prices or quantities of goods or services 
to be exported as may be necessary 
from time to time to meet changing 
market conditions. 

4. To refuse to do business with 
foreign competitors in the field of Sports 
and Leisure Equipment and Services, 
either alone or together with other 
foreign or domestic entities. 

Applicant: U.S. Farm-Raised Fish 
Trading Company, Inc., Jackson, 
Mississippi. 

Application No.: 83-00004. 

Date Received: June 9, 1983. 

Date Deemed Submitted: June 13, 
1983, ‘ 

Members in Addition to Applicant: 
Catfish Farmers of America (“CFA”) 
Delta Catfish Processors, Inc. 
Fishland, Inc. 

Farm Fresh Catfish Company, Inc. 


ConAgra, Inc. 

Summary of Application: The U.S. 
Farm-Raised Fish Trading Company, 
Inc. (Applicant) has filed an application 
with the United States Department of 
Commerce pursuant to 15 CFR Part 325 
for a certificate of review to engage in 
the export trade of farm-raised fish. At 
least initially, the variety of fish 
involved will be exclusively farm-raised 
catfish primarily but not necessarily 
exclusively to be sold in Europe and the 
Far East. The Applicant will purchase 
fish from processors who are 
stockholders of the Applicant. The 
Applicant intends to receive bids from 
member processors for products to fill 
orders taken in export trade. This may 
or may not include bidding on a rotating 
basis. It is contemplated that the 
processor-members of the Applicant 
who sell in export trade will do so 
exclusively through the Applicant. The 
Applicant will resell the fish wholesale 
to foreign markets or to intermediary 
parties who shall agree in writing that 
the fish will all eventually be sold to 
foreign markets. New members of the 
Applicant will be accepted at the 
discretion of the Applicant's Board of 
Directors. 

The Office of Export Trading 
Company Affairs is issuing this notice in 
compliance with section 302(b)(1) of the 
Act which requires the Secretary to 
publish a notice of the application in the 
Federal Register. Interested parties have 
twenty (20) days from the publication of 
this notice in which to submit written 
information relevant to the 
determination of whether certificates 
should be issued. Information submitted 
by any person in connection with these 
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applications will be exempt from 
disclosure under the Freedom of 
Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552). 


Dated: June 21, 1983. 
Irving P. Margulies, 
Deputy General Counsel. 
{FR Doc. 83-17059 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Microcircuit Subcommittee of the 
Semiconductor Technical Advisory 
Committee; Ciosed Meeting 


SUMMARY: The Semiconductor Technical 
Advisory Committee was initially 
established on January 3, 1973, and 
rechartered on September 18, 1981 in 
accordance with the Export 
Administration Act of 1979 and the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. The 
Subcommittee was approved for 
continuation on October 5, 1981 
pursuant to the charter of the 
Committee. The Subcommittee was 
formed to study microcircuit and 
acoustic wave devices with the goal of 
making recommendations to the 
Department of Commerce relating to the 
appropriate parameters for controlling 
exports for reasons of national security. 
Time and place: July 12, 1983, at 9:30 
a.m., Herbert C. Hoover Building, Room 
6802, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 
Agenda: The Subcommittee will meet 
only in Executive Session to discuss 
matters properly classified under 
Executive Order 12356, dealing with the 
U.S. and COCOM control program and 
strategic criteria related thereto. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A Notice 
of Determination to close meetings or 
portions of meetings of the 
Subcommittee to public on the basis of 5 
U.S.C. 552b(c)(1) was approved on 
September 29, 1981, in accordance with 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act. 

A copy of the Notice is available for 
public inspection and copying in the 


. Central Reference and Records 


Inspection Facility, Room 6628, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, (202) 377- 
4217, 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mrs. Margaret A. Cornejo, (202) 377- 
2583. 


Dated: June 20, 1983. 
Milton Baltas, 
Director of Technical Programs, Office of 
Export Administration. 
[FR Doc. 83-17092 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 





Semiconductor Manufacturing 
Materials and Equipment 
Subcommittee of the Semiconductor 
Technical Advisory Committee; Closed 
Meeting 


SUMMARY: The Semiconductor Technical 
Advisory Committee was initially 
established on January 31, 1973, and 
rechartered on September 18, 1981 in 
accordance with the Export 
Administration Act of 1979 and the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. The 
Subcommittee was approved for 
continuation on October 5, 1981 
pursuant to the charter of the 
Committee. The Subcommittee was 
formed to study the technical and 
strategic value of semiconductor device 
production equipment and materials for 
the purpose of maintaining a continuous 
review of the export control technical 
parameters, and to formulate 
recommendations to the Commerce 
Department for parameter updating as 
appropriate for reasons of national 
security. 

Time and place: July 12, 1983, at 9:30 
a.m., Herbert C. Hoover Building, Room 
1092, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 

Agenda: The Subcommittee will meet 
only in Executive Session to discuss 
matters properly classified under 
Executive Order 12356, dealing with the 
U.S. and COCOM control program and 
strategic criteria related thereto. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A Notice 
of Determination to close meetings or 
portions of meetings of the 
Subcommittee to public on the basis of 5 
U.S.C. 552b{c)(1) was approved on 
September 29, 1981, in accordance with 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act. 

A copy of the Notice is available for 
public inspection and copying in the 
Central Reference and Records 
Inspection Facility, Room 6628, U.S. 
Department of Commerce (202) 377- 
4217. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mrs. Margaret A. Cornejo, 202-377-2583. 


Dated: June 20, 1983. 
Milton Baltas, 
Director of Technical Programs, Office of 
Export Administration. 
{FR Doc. 83-17083 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Applications for Duty-Free Entry of 
Scientific instruments 


The following are notices of the 
receipt of applications for duty-free 
entry of scientific instruments published 
pursuant to Section 6(c) of the 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Materials Importation Act of 1966 (Pub. 


L. 89-651; 80 Stat. 897) and the 
regulations issued pursuant thereto (15 
CFR Part 301 as amended by 47 FR 
32517). 

Interested persons may present their 
views with respect to the question of 
whether an instrumeni or apparatus of 
equivalent scientific value for the 
purposes for which the instrument is 
intended to be used is being 
manufactured in the United States. 
Comments must be filed in accordance 
with § 301.5{a) (3) and (4) of the 
regulations. They are to be filed in 
triplicate with the Director, Statutory 
Import Programs Staff, U.S. Department 
of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20230, 
within 20 calendar days after the date 
on which this notice of application is 
published in the Federal Register. 

A copy of each application is on file in 
the Department of Commerce, and may 
be examined between 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 
p.m., Monday through Friday, Room 
1523, 14th and Constitution Avenue, 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20230. 

Docket No. 82-00308. Applicant: 
National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, Goddard Space Flight 
Center Code 253, Greenbelt Road, 
Greenbelt, MD 20771. Instrument: Data 
Processing Equipment. Manufacturer: 
MacDonald Dettwiler & Associates, Ltd., 
Canada. Intended use of instrument: The 
instrument is intended to be used for 
studies of multispectral signatures of 
earth resources (forest, crops, etc.) over 
time and spatial signatures of earth 
resources which yield high geological or 
petrological value. Application received 
by Commissioner of Customs: July 8, 
1982. 

Docket No. 83-218. Applicant: 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
77 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, 
MA 02139. Instrument: Complete Sputter 


‘Cryo System, PSP-2000. Manufacturer: 


EMscope, United Kingdom. Intended use 
of instrument: The instrument is 
intended to be used for scanning 
electron microscope analysis of 
hydrated frozen biological specimens to 
explore cell microstructure in hydrated 
state without any chemical fixation. The 
instrument will also be used in general 
biology education involving 
microstructure in the courses: IAP 
#4340, Electron Microscopy and HST- 
560], Radiation Biophysics. Application 
received by Commissioner of Customs: 
June 7, 1983. 

Docket No. 83-219. Applicant: The 
Pennsylvania State University, 
Department of Biology, 208 Mueller 
Laboratory, University Park, PA 16802. 
Instrument: Scanning 
Microdensitometer, M85a. Manufacturer: 
Vickers Instruments, United Kingdom. 
Intended use of instrument: The 
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instrument is intended to be used for 
analyzing microscopic sections of 
animal and human tissues (including 
brain, liver, muscle, lung and other 
tissues) at the subcellular and cellular 
level. Experiments will be conducted to 
develop quantitative cytochemical 
diagnostic procedures for early stages of 
pathogenesis and also to obtain more 
precise information relating to the mode 
of action of various toxicants in the 
initiation of various types of pathogenic 
responses. Application received by 
Commissioner of Customs: June 8, 1983. 
Docket No. 83-220. Instrument: 
Brookhaven National Laboratory, 
Upton, NY 11973. Instrument: Four 
Circle Diffractometer, Model D5030, and 
Accessories. Manufacturer: Robert 
Huber Diffraktionstechnik, West 
Germany. Intended use of Instrument: 
The instrument is intended to be used as 
the primary sample manipulator on the 
National Synchrotron Light Source High 
Energy Wiggler Beam Line. This beam 
line will deliver Monochromatic photons 
from the high field wiggler magnet onto 
the samples located at the center of the 
Eulerian circle of the diffractometer. The 
diffractometer will orient the samples, 
such that the analyzer arm and detector 
are in the correct orientation in 
reciprocal space to take data. The types 
of samples will range from two- 
dimensional liquid crystals, to bulk 
solids and liquids. Studies will be made 
of crystallographic structures, phase 
transformations, physical states, and 
electronic configurations of materials. 
Application received by Commissioner 
of Customs: June 7, 1983. 2 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 11.105, Importation of Duty-Free 
Educational and Scientific Materials) 

Frank W. Creel, 

Acting Director, Statutory Import Programs 
Staff. 

{FR Doc. 17107 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510-25-™ 


Fall-Harvested Round White Potatoes 
From Canada; Postponement of 
Preliminary Antidumping 
Determination 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 


ACTION: Postponement of preliminary 
antidumping determination. 


SUMMARY: The preliminary antidumping 
determination on fall-harvested round 
white potatoes from Canada is being 
postponed. We intend to issue it not 
later than September 7, 1983. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: June 24, 1983. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Vincent P. Kane, Office of 
Investigations, Import Administration, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th and 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20230; telephone (202) 377-5414. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
March 8, 1983, we announced our 
intiation of an antidumping investigation 
to determine whether fall-harvested 
round white potatoes from Canada are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value 
within the meaning of the antidumping 
law (48 FR 9677). The notice stated that 
we would issue a preliminary 
determination by July 19, 1983. 

As detailed in the notice of initiation 
of the antidumping investigation, the 
petition alleges that imports from 
Canada of fall-harvested round white 
potatoes are being, or are likely to be, 
sold in the United States at less than fair 
value. Because of the number and 
complexity of the transactions and the 
number of respondents to be considered, 
we believe that this case is 
extraordinarily complicated in 
accordance with section 733(c}(1)(B) of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the 
Act), and additional time is necessary to 
make the preliminary determination. We 
intend to issue a preliminary 
determination not later than September 
7, 1983. 

This notice is published pursuant to 
section 773(c)(2) of the Act. 

Alan F. Holmer, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

[FR Doc. 83-17106 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Initiation of Antidumping Investigation; 
Cyanuric Acid and its Chlorinated 
Derivatives From Japan 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Commerce. 
ACTION: Initiation of antidumping 
investigation. 


summary: On the basis of a petition 
filed with the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, we are initiating an 
antidumping investigation to determine 
whether cyanuric acid and its 
chlorinated derivatives from Japan are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value. We 
are notifying the U.S. International 
Trade Commission (ITC) of this action 
so that it may determine whether 
imports of these products are materially 
injuring, or are threatening to materially 
injure, a United States industry. If the 
investigation proceeds normally, the ITC 
will make its preliminary determination 


on or before July 18, 1983, and we will 
make ours on or before November 10, 
1983. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: June 24, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mary S. Clapp, Office of Investigations, 
Import Administration, International 
Trade Administration, U.S. Department 
of Commerce, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20230; telephone (202) 377-2438. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Petition 

On June 3, 1983, we received a petition 
filed by counsel for Monsanto Industrial 
Chemicals Co. In compliance with the 
filing requirements of § 353.36 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.36), 
the petitioner alleges that imports from 
Japan of cyanuric acid and its 
derivatives are being, or are likely to be, 
sold in the United States at less than fair 
value within the meaning of section 731 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 
U.S.C. 1673} (the Act), and that these 
imports are materially injuring, or are 
threatening to materially injure, a 
United States industry. 

The allegation of sales at less than 
fair value is supported by information 
on foreign market value and United 
States price obtained by the petitioner 
from independent market research in 
Japan, petitioner's sales force in the 
United States, and U.S. government 
statistics. 

Critical circumstances have also been 
alleged under section 733(e) of the Act 
(19 U.S.C. 1673b(e)). We will make a 
determination regarding this issue on 
the date of our preliminary 
determination. 


Initiation of Investigation 


Under section 732(c) of the Act, we 
must determine, within 20 days after a 
petition is filed, whether a petition sets 
forth the allegations necessary for 
initiation of an antidumping 
investigation and whether it contains 
information reasonably available to the 
petitioner supporting the allegations. We 
have examined this petition and have 
found that it meets these requirements. 

Therefore, in accordance with section 
732 of the Act, we are initiating an 
antidumping investigation to determine 
whether cyanuric acid and its 
chlorinated derivates from Japan are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value. If 
the investigation proceeds normally, we 
will make our preliminary determination 
by November 10, 1983. 


Scope of the Investigation 


The merchandise covered by this 
investigation is cyanuric acid and its 
chlorinated derivatives, also known as 
isocyanuric acid, sodium dichloro 
isocyanurate, potassium dichloro 
isocyanurate, sodium 
dichloroisocyanurate dihydrate, and 
trichloro isocyanuric acid. This 
merchandise is cuirently classified . 
under item number 425.1050 of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States 
Annotated. 


Notification of ITC 


Section 732(d) of the Act requires us 
to notify the ITC of this action and to 
provide it with the information we used 
to arrive at this determination. We will 
notify the ITC and to make available to 
it all nonprivileged and nonconfidential 
information. We will also allow the ITC 
access to all privileged and confidential 
information in our files, provided that 
the ITC confirms it will not disclose 
such information either publicly or 
under an administrative protective order 
without the written consent of the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 


Preliminary Determination by ITC 


The ITC will determine by July 18, 
1983, whether there is a reasonable 
indication that imports of cyanuric acid 
and its chlorinated derivatives from 
Japan are materially injuring, or are 
threatening to materially injure, a U.S. 
industry. If its determination is negative, 
this investigation will terminate; 
otherwise, the investigation will proceed 
according to statutory procedures. 

Alan F. Holmer, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

[FR Doc. 83-17105 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


National Bureau of Standards; National 
Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation 
Program 


AGENCY: National Bureau of Standards, 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Announcement of laboratory 
accreditation actions for May 1983. 


The National Bureau of Standards 
announces the accreditation and 
renewal of accreditation of laboratories 
competent to perform specific tests on 
thermal insulation materials and freshly 
mixed field concrete under the National 
Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation 
Program. These actions taken in May 
1983 are effective through June 30, 1984. 





FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. John W. Locke, Manager, Laboratory 
Accreditation, TECH B141, National 
Bureau of Standards, Washington, DC 
20234; (301) 921-3431. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
New Accreditation Actions for May 1983 


Two laboratories were accredited in 
May 1983. 

The name and address of each 
laboratory, the laboratory accreditation 
program and the test methods for which 
accreditation was granted are listed 
below: 

Thermal Insulation Materials: Wiss, 
Janney, Elstner and Associates, Inc., 
Attn. Jerry G. Stockbridge, 330 Pfingsten 
Road, Northbrook, IL 60062, Phone: (312) 
272-7400. 





NVLAP | Designa- 
code tion 
01/704... ASTM Thermal Conductance; guarded hot 
C236 box. 

4 


Freshly Mixed Field Concrete: 
Eastcoast Testing & Engineering, Inc., 
Attn: Craig S. Smith, 430 NW Flagler 
Drive, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301, Phone: 
(305) 523-4244. 





Short title 





| 

02/M01....| ASTM C31 | Making and curing concrete test 
| specimens in the field 

| Sampling fresh concrete 


| 
| 
| 


02/M03 -| ASTM 


02/P01 | 


| Slump of Portiand cement concrete 
02/W01 ...,| ASTM Unit, weight, yield, and air content 
C138 (Gravimetric) of concrete 
...| ASTM | Air content of freshly mixed con- 
| C231 crete by the pressure method 
02/501 ....| ASTM C39 | Compressive strength of cylindrical 
| concrete specimens. 
= a 4 


02/A01 


Renewed Accreditation Action 


Renewal of accreditation was granted 
to the following laboratory during May 
1983, with no change in the test methods 
for which it was previously accredited. 
The laboratory received a certificate of 
accreditation and a corresponding list of 
test methods for which it was 
reaccredited. Anyone who wishes to 
know which test methods the laboratory 
is accredited for should contact the 
laboratory directly or Mr. Locke. 

United States Gypsum Company, 
Research Center, 700 North U.S. 
Highway 45, Libertyville, IL'60048. 


Dated: June 21, 1983. 
John W. Lyons, 
Acting Director, National Bureau of 
Standards. 
{FR Doc. 83-17076 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-13-M 


COMMITTEE FOR PURCHASE FROM 
THE BLIND AND OTHER SEVERELY 
HANDICAPPED 


Procurement List 1983; Proposed 
Additions 


AGENCY: Committee for Purchase from 
the Blind and Other Severely 
Handicapped. 

ACTION: Proposed Additions to 
Procurement List. 


SUMMARY: The Committee has received 


proposals-to add to Procurement List 
1983 commodities to be produced by and 
services to be provided by workshops 
for the blind and other severely 
handicapped. 7 

Comments must be received on or 
before: July 27, 1983. 

ADpDRESS: Committee for Purchase from 
the Blind and-Other Severely 
Handicapped, Crystal Square 5, Suite 
1107, 1755 Jefferson Davis Highway, 
Arlington, Virginia 22202. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

C. W. Fletcher; (703) 557-1145. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice is published pursuant to 41 U.S.C. 
47(a)(2), 85 Stat. 77. Its purpose is to 
provide interested persons an — 
opportunity to submit comments on the 
possible impact of the proposed actions. 

If the Committee approves the 
proposed additions, all entities of the 
Federal Government will be required to 
procure the commodities and services 
listed below from workshops for the 
blind or other severely handicapped. 

It is proposed to add the following 
commodities and services to 
Procurement List 1983, November 18, 
1982 (47 FR 52101): 


Class 4240 


Harness, Head, C15 
4240-00-961-1064 


Class 7530 


Folder, File 
7530—00-811-7169 


SIC 7349 


Janitorial/Custodial Services 

Base and Survival School Buildings 

2249C, 1224, 1302, 1306, 1336, 1344, 1348, 
2248D, 2301, and 2451A 

Fairchild Air Force Base, Washington 


SIC 7699 


Repair Services for the following items at 
Fort Bliss, Texas only: 
Bag, Sleeping 
8465-00-242-7855 
8465-01-049-0088 
Case, Sleeping Bag 
8465-00-237-8719 
Liner, Field Jacket 
8415-00-782-2888 
Liner, Trousers, Field 
8415-00-782-2926 
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Bag, Barracks 

8465-00-530-3692 

Bag, Duffel 

8465-00-141-0932 

Repair Services for Electrode Holder 
Assemblies, Bremerton, Washington 

C. W. Fletcher, 

Executive Director. 

{FR Doc. 63-17074 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6820-33-M 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Department of the Army 


Performance Review Board; Members 


AGENCY: Department of the Army, 
Department of Defense. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given of the 
name of members of the Performance 
Review Boards for the Department of 
the Army for 1983. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: June 20, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Carol D. Smith, Senior Executive Service 
Office, Directorate of Civilian Personnel, 
Headquarters, Department of the Army, 
the Pentagon, Washington, DC 20310; 
(202) 697-2204. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
4314(c) (1) through (5) of Title 5 U.S.C., 
requires each agency to establish, in 
accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Office of Personne] Management, 
one or more performance review boards. 
The boards shall review and evaluate 
the initial appraisal of senior executive's 
performance by the supervisor and 
make recommendations to the 
appointing authority or rating official 
relative to the performance of the senior 
executives. Each board's review and 
recommendation will include only those 
senior executive's appraisals from their 
respective commands or activities. A 
consolidated board has been 
established for those commands who do 
not have enough senior executives to 
warrant the establishment of separate 
boards. Publication of this notice 
rescinds notices published in 47 FR 120, 
dated 22 June 1982; 47 FR 130, dated 7 
July 1982; and 47 FR 143, dated 26 July 
1982, to account for additions and 
deletions to the membership of those 
boards previously published. 

The members of the Performance 
Review Board for the Office, Secretary 
of the Army are: 

1. Mr. Robert K. Dawson, Principal 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Civil 
Works). 

2. Brigadier General Charles D. 
Bussey, Deputy Chief of Public Affairs, 
Office Secretary of the Army. 
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3. Mr. George L. Cary, Special for 
Assistant Legislative Affairs, Office 
Secretary of the Army. 

4. Ms. Juanita P. Watts, Director, 
Office of Small and Disadvantaged 
Business Utilization, Office, Secretary of 
the Army. 

5. Mr. Francis X. Plant, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary (DA Review Boards 
and Personnel Security), Office 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Manpower and Reserve Affaris). 

6. Mr. Dick M. Lester, Chief, Forces 
and Readiness, Office Under Secretary 
of the Army. 

7. Mr. Peter Stein, Deputy 
Administrative Assistant to the 
Secretary of the Army. 

8. Mr. Stanley N. Nissel, Deputy 
General Counsel (Logistics). 

9. Dr. Robert E. Frese, Deputy Director 
for Engineering, Joint Tactical 
Communication (TRI-TAC) Office. 

10. Mr. Joseph L. Miller, Deputy for 
Resource Analysis, Office Assistant 
Secretary of the Army (Installation 
Logistics and Technical Management). 

11. Mr. Jack E. Hobbs, Deputy for 
Management and Programs, Office 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Research, Development and 
Acquisition). 

The members of the Performance 
Review Board for the Office of the Chief 
of Staff, Army, are: 

1. Mr. Harlold L. Stugart, The Auditor 
General. 

2. Mr. Michael A. Janoski, Deputy 
Auditor General. 

3. Mr. Thomas A. Grant, Director, 
Personnel and Force Management 
Audits, Army Audit Agency. 

4. Mr. Henry J. Fischer, Director, 
Acquisition and System Audits, Army 
Audit Agency. 

5. Mr. Arthur T. Walker, Deputy 
Director of Army Budget, Office of the 
Comptroller of the Army. 

6. Mr. Wayne M. Allen, Director of 
Cost Analysis, Office of the Comptroller 
of the Army. 

7. Mr. Clyde E. Jeffcoat, Jr., Deputy 
Director, U.S. Army Finance and 
Accounting Center. 

8. Brigadier General Robert B. Adams, 
Deputy Commanding General, U.S. 
Army Finance and Accounting Center. 

9. Brigadier General Gerald R. 
Jennings, Director, Operations and 
Maintenance, Army, Office of the 
Comptroller of the Army. 

10. Mr. Charles W. Weatherholt, 
Deputy Director of Civilian Persorinel, 
Directorate of Civilian Personnel, Office 
of the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Personnel. 

11. Major General Walter J. Mehl, 
Director, Manpower Programs and 


Budget, Office of the Deputy Chief of , 
Staff for Personnel. 

12. Mr. William M. Frailey, Chief, U.S. 
Army Civilian Personnel Center, Office 
of the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Personnel. 

13. Mr. Raymond J. Sumser, Director 
of Civilian Personnel, Directorate of 
Civilian Personnel, Office of the Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Personnel. 

14. Major General John H. Mitchell, 
Director, Human Resources 
Development, Office of the Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Personnel. 

15. Brigadier General William H. 
Gourley, Director of Enlisted Personnel 
Management, U.S. Army Military 
Personnel Center, Office of the Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Personnel. 

16. Major General Homer S. Long, Jr., 
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations and Plans. 

17. Mr. Edgar P. Vandiver III, 
Technical Director, Office of the Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans. 

18, Brigadier General Gerald G. 
Watson, Director, Nuclear and Chemical 
Directorate, Office of the Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Operations and Plans. 

19. Mr. Charles N. Davidson, 
Technical Director, U.S. Army Nuclear 
Agency. 

20. Mr. Joseph P. Cribbins, Special 
Assistant to the Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Logistics and Chief, Aviation 
Logistics Office, Office of the Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Logistics. 

21. Major General Arthur Homes, Jr., 
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Logistics, Office of the Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Logistics. 

22. Brigadier General (P) James R. 
DeMoss, Director of Resources and 
Management, Office of the Deputy Chief 
for Logistics. : 

23. Brigadier General Kenneth A. 
Jolemore, Director, Supply and 
Maintenance, Office of the Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Logistics. 

24. Mr. Roland E. Berg, Assistant 
Director for Maintenance Management, 
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Logistics. 

25. Dr. Robert J. Heaston, Weapons 
System Technology Manager, Office of 
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, 
Development, and Acquisition. 

26. Mr. Charles H. Church, Assistant 
Director for Technology, Office of the 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, 
Development, and Acquisition. 

27. Mr. William H. Winter, Director, 
Program and Systems Analysis 
Directorate, Ballistic Missile Defense 
Program Office. 

28. Mr. William O. Davies, Director, 
Optics Directorate, Ballistic Missile 
Defense Advance Technology Center. 


29. Mr. Donald S. Russ, Director, 
Radar Directorate, Ballistic Missile 
Defense Advance Technology Center. 

30. Brigadier General (P) Leonard P. 
Wishart Ill, Assistant Division 
Commander, 1st Armored Division, U.S. 
Army Europe. . 

31. Mr. Phillip G. Hillen, Senior 
Transportation Advisor, Headquarters, 
Military Traffic Management Command. 

32. Brigadier General Frank A. 
Ramsey, Assistant for Veterinary 
Services/Chief, Veterinary Corps, Office 
of The Surgeon General. 

33. Major General Claude M. 
Kicklighter, Commanding General, U.S. 
Army Security/Assistance Center, U. S. 
Army Materiel Development and 
Readiness Command. 

34. Major General Max W. Noah, 
Director, Program Analysis and 
Evaluation, Office of the Chief of Staff, 
Army. 

35. Brigadier General James W. 
Shufelt, Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff 
for Intelligence Automation, Office of 
the Assistant Chief of Staff for 
Intelligence. 

36. Brigadier General Donald W. 
Hansen, Commanding General, U.S. 
Army Legal Services Agency. 

37. Dr. Joyce L. Shields, Director, 
Manpower and Personnel Research 
Laboratories and Associate Director, 
U.S. Army Research Institute for 
Behavioral and Social Services. 

38. Colonel (P) Michael L. Ferguson, 
Deputy Director of Material Plans and 
Programs, Office of the Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Research, Development and 
Acquistion. 

39. Brigadier General Ray H. Lee, 
Deputy Director of Combat Support 
Systems, Office of the Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Research, Development and 
Acquisition. 

The members of the Performance 
Review Board for the U.S. Army 
Materiel Development and Readiness 
Command are: 

1. Major General Claude M. 
Kicklighter, HQ, U.S. Army Materiel 
Development and Readiness Command. 

2. Major General Eugene S. Korpal, 
HQ, U.S. Army Materiel Development 
and Readiness Command. 

3. Brigadier General Fred Hissong, Jr., 
U.S. Army Armament Materiel 
Readiness Command. 

4. Brigadier General Howard C. 
Whittaker, U.S. Army Armament 
Research and Development Command. 

5. Ms. Marie B. Acton, HQ, U.S. Army 
Materiel Development and Readiness 
Command. 

6. Dr. Richard L. Haley, HW, U.S. 
Army Materiel Development and 
Readiness Command. 





7. Mr. Edward Greiner, HQ, U.S. Army 
Materiel Development and Readiness 
Command. 

8. Dr. Daniel P. Schrage, U.S. Army 
Aviation Research and Development 
Command. 

9. Mr. Billy R. Gilliland, U.S. Army 
Communications-Electronics Command. 

10. Mr. James E. Schell, U.S. Army 
Communications-Electronics Command. 

11. Dr. Robert B. Oswald, Jr., U.S. 
Army Electronics Research and 
Development Command. 

12. Mr. Robert O. Black, U.S. Army 
Missile Command. 

13. Mr. Thomas W. Lovelace, U.S. 
Army Mobility Equipment Research and 
Development Command. 

14. Mr. Richard T. Tarnas, U.S. Army 
Tank-Automotive Command. 

15. Mr. Harry J. Peters, U.S. Army Test 
and Evaluation Command. 

16. Mr. John W. Kramar, U.S. Army 
Materiel Systems Analysis Activity. 

17. Dr. Robert E. Singleton, U.S. Army 
Research Office. 

18. Mr. Donald B. Dinger, U.S. Army 
Foreign Science and Technology Center. 

19. Dr. Robert J. Byrne, U.S. Army 
Natick Research and Development 
Laboratories. 

20. Brigadier General William E. Potts, 
HQ, U.S. Army Materiel Development 
and Readiness Command. 

21. Brigadier General Robert D. 
Morgan, U.S. Army Communications- 
Electronics Command. 

22. Mr. A. David Mills, HQ, U.S. Army 
Materiel Development and Readiness 
Command. 

23. Mr. J. Bruce King, HQ, U.S. Army 
Materiel Development and Readiness 
Command. 

24. Mr. Thomas E. Daniels, U.S. Army 
Electronics Research and Development 
Command. 

The members of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers Performance Review Board 
are: 

1. Brigadier General Jerome B. Hilmes, 
Commander, North Central! Division. 

2. Brigadier General Mark J. Sisinyak, 
Commander, Missouri River Division. 

3. Brigadier General George K. 
Withers, Jr., Deputy Assistant Chief of 
Engineers, Headquarters, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

4. Mr. Richard C. Armstrong, Chief, 
Engineering Division, Ohio River 
Division. 

5. Mr. Fred H. Bayley III, Chief, 
Planning Division, Lower Mississippi 
Valley Division. 

6. Dr. Lewis H. Blakey, Chief, Planning 
Division, Directorate of Civil Works, 
Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps or 
Engineers. 


7. Mr. Lester Edelman, Chief Counsel, 
Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of 

eers. 

8. Mr. Ralph Loschialpo, Chief, Office 
of Personnel, Headquarters, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

9. Mr. Achiel E. Wanket, Chief, 
Engineering Division, South Pacific 
Division. 

10. MG Richard Wells, Deputy 
Commander, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

11. BG C. E. Edgar III, Deputy Director 
of Civil Works, Headquarters, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

12. BG Forrest T. Gay Ili, Commander, 
South Atlantic Division. 

14. Mr. Lloyd A. Duscha, Deputy 
Director for Engineering and 
Construction, Headquarters, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

15. Mr. John Harrison, Chief, 
Environmental Laboratory, Waterways 
Experiment Station. 

16. Mr. Alfred P. Hutchinson, Chief, 
Construction-Operations Division, 
Southwestern Division. 

The members of the Performance 
Review Board for the Office of The 
Surgeon General are: 

1. Major General Edward J. Huycke, 
M.D., Deputy Surgeon General. 

2. Major General H. Thomas, 
Chandler, D.D.S., Assistant Surgeon 
General for Dental Services/Director of 
Personnel. 

3. Major General Garrison Rapmund, 
M.D., Commander, U.S. Army Medical 
Research and Development Command. 

4. Brigadier General William P. 
Winkler, Jr., M.D., Director of Health 
Care Operations. 

5. Brigadier General Lewis A. 
Mologne, M.D., Director of Professional 
Services. 

6. Brigadier General France F. Jordan, 
Director of Resource Management. 

7. Brigadier General Frank A. Ramsey, 
Assistant Surgeon General for 
Veterinary Services. 

8. Dr. Gunter F. Bahr, M.D., Chairman, 
Department of Cellular Pathology, 
Armed Forces Institute of Pathology. 

9. Dr. Louis S. Baron, PhD, Chief, 
Department of Bacterial Immunology, 
Walter Reed Army Institute of Research. 

10. Dr. William R. Beisel, M.D., Deputy 
for Science, U.S. Army Medical 
Research Institute of Infectious 
Diseases. 

11. Dr. Daniel H. Connor, M.D., 
Chairman, Department of Infectious and 
Parasitic Disease Pathology, Armed 
Forces Institute of Pathology. 

12. Dr. Bhupendra P. Doctor, PhD, 
Director, Division of Biochemistry, 
Walter Reed Army Institute of Research. 

13. Dr. Franz M. Enzinger, M.D., 
Chairman, Department of Soft Tissue 
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Pathology, Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology. 

14. Dr. Samuel B. Formal, PhD, Chief, 
Department of Bacterial Diseases, 
Walter Reed Army Institute of Research. 

15. Dr. Elson D. Helwig, M.D., 
Chairman, Department of Skin and 
Gastrointestinal Pathology, Armed 
Forces Institute of Pathology. 

16. Dr. Nelson S. Irey, M.D., Chairman, 
Department of Environmental and Drug 
Induced Pathology, Armed Forces 
Institute of Pathology. 

17. Dr. Kamal G. Ishak, M.D., 
Chairman, Department of Hepatic 
Pathology, Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology. 

18. Dr. Frank B. Johnson, M.D., 
Chairman, Department of Chemical 
Pathology, Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology. 

19. Dr. Karl M. Johnson, M.D., Program 
Director, Hazardous Viruses, U.S. Army 
Medical Research Institute of Infectious 
Diseases. 

20. Dr. Arthur D. Mason, Jr., M.D., 
Chief, Laboratory Division, U.S. Army 
Institute of Surgical Research. 

21. Dr. Fathollah K. Mostofi, M.D., 
Chief, Laboratory Division, U.S. Army 
Insitute of Surgical Research. 

22. Dr. Henry J. Norris, M.D., 
Chairman, Department of Gynecologic 
and Breast Pathology, Armed Forces 
Institute of Pathology. 

23. Dr. Howard E. Noyes, PhD, 
Associate Director for Research 
Management, Walter Reed Army 
Institute of Research. 

24. Dr. Donald E. Sweet, M.D., 
Chairman, Department of Orthopedic 
Pathology, Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology. 

25. Dr. James A. Vogel, PhD, Director, 
Exercise Physiology Division, U.S. Army 
Research Institute of Environmental 
Medicine. 

26. Dr. Lorenz E. Zimmerman, M.D., 
Chairman, Department of Opthalmic 
Pathology, Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology. 

The members of the Performance 
Review Board for the Consolidated 
Commands are: 

1. Mr. Phillip G. Hillen, Senior 
Transportation Advisor, Headquarters, 
Military Traffic Management Command. 

2. Mr. Allen J. Dowd, Special 
Assistant for Transportation 
Engineering, Headquarters, Military 
Traffic Management Command. 

3. Brigadier General Archer L. 
Durham, USAF, Vice Commander, 
Headquarters Military Traffic 
Management Command. 

4. Mr. Leonard J. Mabius, Senior 
Technical Director/Chief Engineer, U.S. 
Army Communications Command. 
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5. Major General Clarence E. 
McKnight, Jr., Commanding General, 
U.S. Army Communications Command. 

6. Mr. Nicholas J. Arbia, Comptroller, 
U.S. Communications Command. 

7. Mr. Feliciano Giordano, Technical 
Director, U.S. Army Communications 
Systems Agency. — 

8. Brigadier General Thurman D. 
Rodgers, Commanding General, U.S. 
Army Communications Systems Agency. 

9. Major General William D. O’Leksy, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, U.S. 
Army Forces Command. 

10. Brigadier General John M. Brown, 
Deputy Chief of Staff Comptroller, U.S. 
Army Forces Command. 

11. Mr. William S. Fraim, Civilian 
Personnel Director, U.S Army Forces 
Command. 

12. Mr. Walter Howell, Civilian 
Personnel Director, U.S. Army Training 
and Doctrine Command. 

13. Lieutenant General Robert L. 
Bergquist, Commanding General, U.S. 
Army Logistics Center and Fort Lee, 
TRADOC. 

14. Mr. Leon F. Goode, Jr., Director, 
TRADOC System Analysis Activity. 

15. Mr. Perry Stewart, Scientific 
Advisor (Logistics Combat 
Development), U.S. Army Logistics 
Center. 

16. Mr. Darrell Collier, Scientific 
Advisor, TRADOC Combined Arms Test 
Activity. 

17. Mr. Wilbur B. Payne, Director, 
TRADOC Operations Research Activity. 

18. Mr. Arthur C. Christman, Jr., 
Scientific Advisor ODCS for Combat 
Development, U.S. Army Training and 
Doctrine Command. 

19. Dr. Marion R. Bryson, Scientific 
Advisor, Combat Development 
Experimentation Command, U.S. Army 
Training and Doctrine Command. 

20. Major General Charles C. Rogers, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, 
United States Army Europe. 

21. Mr. Andrew F. Foreman, Assistant 
Deputy Chief of Staff, Personnel 
(Civilian Personnel), United States Army 
Europe. 

22. Mr. Peter Stein, Deputy 
Administrative Assistant, Office of the 
Secretary of the Army. 

23. Mr. Harry M. West III, Deputy 
Director of Manpower, Plans and 
Budget, Office of the Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Personnel. 

24. Mr. Dellon E. Coker, Special 
Assistant for Communications and 
Transportation, Office of the Judge 
Advocate General. 

25. Dr. Robert J. Heaston, Weapons 


Systems Technology Manager, Office of 
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, 
Development and Acquisition. _ 

26. Major General Robert H. Foreman, 
Chief of Staff, U.S. Army Training and 
Doctrine Command. 

27. Brigadier General (P) James E. 
Drummond, Commander, U.S. Army 
TRADOC combined Arms Test Activity 
and Deputy Chief of Staff for Test and 
Evaluation, TRADOC. 

Carol D. Smith, 

Chief, Senior Executive, Service Office. 
[FR Doc. 83-17154 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3710-08-M 


Department of the Navy 


Chief of Naval Operations Executive 
Panel Advisory Committee; Meeting 


Pursuant to the provisions of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. App. I), notice is hereby given 
that the Chief of Naval Operations 
(CNO) Executive Panel Advisory 
Committee Task Force on the Role of C® 
I in Strategic Deterrence will meet on 
July 11-12, 1983, from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
each day, at 2000 N. Beauregard Street, 
Alexandria, VA. All session will be 
closed to the public. 

The entire agenda for the meeting will 
consist of discussions of key issues 
related to the role of DOD/JCS C1 
systems in strategic deterrance and 
related intelligence. These matters 
constitute classified information that is 
specifically authorized by Executive 
order to be kept secret in the interest of 
national defense and is, in fact, properly 
classsified pursuant to such Executive 
order. Accordingly, the Secretary of the 
Navy has determined in writing that the 
public interest requires that all sessions 
of the meeting be closed to the public 
because they will be concerned with 
matters listed in Section 552b(c)(1) of 
Title 5, United States Code. 

For further information concerning 
this meeting, contact Lieutenant 
Commander K. M. Cummings, Executive 
Secretary of the CNO Executive Panel 
Advisory Committee, 2000 N. 
Beauregard St., Room 392, Alexandria, 
VA 22311. Phone (703) 756-1205. 


Dated: June 21, 1983. 
F. N. Ottie, 
Lieutenant Commander, JAGC, U.S. Navy, 
Alternate Federal Register, Certifying Officer. 
[FR Doc. 83~17080 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3810-AE-M 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
Economic Regulatory Administration 
[ERA Docket No. 83-CERT-023] 


Al Tech Specialty Steel Corp.; 
Certification of Eligible Use of Natural 
Gas To Displace Fuel Oil 

On April 13, 1983, Al Tech Specialty 
Steel Corporation (Al Tech), P.O. Box 
152, Dunkirk, New York 14048, filed with 
Administrator of the Economic 
Regulatory Administration (ERA), 
pursuant to 10 CFR Part 595, an 
application for certification of an 
eligible use of approximately 380,000 
Mcf per year of natural gas which is 
expected to displace the use of 
approximately 2,739,912 gallons of No. 3 
fuel oil (0.5-1.0 percent sulfur) per year 
at its steel manufacturing facility in 
Dunkirk, New York. 

The eligible seller of the natural gas is 
] & L Oil and Gas Corporation, Newell 
Road, Dunkirk, New York 14048. The gas 
will be transported by National Fuel 
Gas Supply Corporation, 308 Seneca 
Steeet, Oil City, Pennsylvania 16301; and 
by National Fuel Gas Distribution 
Corporation, 10 Lafayette Square, 
Buffalo, New York 14203, a tocal 
distribution company. 

Notice of that application was 
published in the Federal Register (48 FR 
23882) and an opportunity for public 
comment was provided for a period of 
ten (10) calendar days from the date of 
publication. No comments were 
received. 

The ERA has carefully reviewed Al 
Tech's application for certification in 
accordance with 10 CFR Part 595 and 
the policy considerations expressed in 
the Final Rulemaking Regarding 
Procedures for Certification of the Use 
of Natural Gas to Displace Fuel Oil (44 
FR 47920, August 16, 1979). The ERA has 
determined that Al Tech’s application 
satisfies the criteria enumerated in 10 
CFR Part 595 and, therefore, has granted 
the certification and transmitted that 
certification to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission. More detailed 
information, including a copy of the 
application, transmittal letter, and the 
actual certification, is available for 
public inspection at the ERA Fuels 
Conversion Division Docket Room, RG- 
42, Room GA-093, Forrestal Building, 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20585, from 8:00 a.m. 
to 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays. 





Issued in Washington, D.C., on June 16, 
1983. 
James W. Workman, 
Director, Office of Fuels Programs, Economic 
Regulatory Administration. 
[FR Doc. 83-17122 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


[ERA Docket No. 83-CERT-171] 


Quaker State Oil Refining Corp.; 
Application for Certification of the Use 
of Natural Gas to Dispiace Fuel Oil 


Quaker State Oil Refining Corporation 
(Quaker State), P.O. Box 336, Newell, 
West Virginia 26050, filed an application 
on June 7, 1983, with the Economic 
Regulatory Administration (ERA) for 
certification of an eligible use of natural 
gas to displace fuel oil at its Congo 
Refinery in Newell, West Virginia, 
pursuant to 10 CFR Part 595 (44 FR 
47920, August 16, 1979). More detailed 
information is contained in the 
application on file and available for 
public inspection at the ERA Fuels 
Conversion Division Docket Room, RG- 
42, Room GA-093, Forrestal Building, 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20585, from 8:00 a.m. 
to 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays. 

In its application, Quaker State 
indicates that the volume of natural gas 
for which it requests certification is 
approximately 1,400,000 Mcf per year. 
This volume is estimated to displace the 
use of approximately 218,800 barrels of 
No. 6 fuel oil (2.0 percent sulfur) per 
year. 

The eligible seller is Quaker State Oil 
Refining Corporation, Production 
Division, Oil City, Pennsylvania 16301. 
This gas will be transported by 
Columbia Gas Transmission Corp., P.O. 
Box 1273, Charleston, West Virginia 
25325 and by Columbia Gas of West 
Virginia, Inc., 44 16 Street, Wheeling, 
West Virginia 26003, a local distribution 
company. 

In order to provide the public with as 
much opportunity to participate in this 
proceeding as is practicable under the 
circumstances, we are inviting any 
person wishing to comment concerning 
this application to submit comments in 
writing to the Economic Regulatory 
Administration, Office of Fuels 
Programs, Fuels Conversion Division, 
RG-42, Room GA-093, Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20585, Attention: 
Richard A. Ransom, within ten (10) 
calendar days of the date of publication 
of this notice in the Federal Register. 

An opportunity to make an oral 
presentation of data, views, and 
arguments either against or in support of 


this application may be requested by 
any interested person in writing within 
the ten (10) day comment period. The 
request should state the person's 
interest, and, if appropriate, why the 
person is a proper representative of a 
group or class of persons that has such 
an interest. The request should include a 
summary of the proposed oral 
presentation and a statement as to why 
an oral presentation is necessary. 

If ERA determines that an oral 
presentation is necessary, further notice 
will be given to Quaker State and any 
person filing comments and will be 
published in the Federal Register. 

Issued in Washington, D.C., on June 16, 
1983. 


James W. Workman, 


Director, Office of Fuels Programs, Economic 
Regulatory Administration. 


[FR Doc. 83-17121 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


[ERA Docket No. 82-10-NG] 


Natural Gas Imports; Tennessee Gas 
Pipeline Company; Amended 
Application for Order Authorizing the 
importation of Natural Gas From 
Canada 


AGENCY: Economic Regulatory 
Administration, DOE. 


ACTION: Notice of amendment to 
application to import natural gas from 
Canada. 


SUMMARY: The Economic Regulatory 


Administration (ERA) of the Department 
of Energy (DOE) gives notice of receipt 
on May 2, 1983, of an amendment to the 
application previously filed by 
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company 
(Tennessee) for authorization to import 
from Canada up to 309,000 Mcf per day 
of natural gas. The amendment would 
reduce the daily maximum quantity 
proposed to be imported to 209,000 Mcf. 
The amended application is filed with 
the ERA pursuant to section 3 of the 
Natural Gas Act and DOE pursuant to 
section 3 of the Natural Gas Act and 
DOE Delegation Order No. 0204-54. 
Protests or petitions to intervene are 
invited. 
DATES: Protests or petitions to intervene 
are to be filed no later than 4:30 p.m., on 
July 25, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


P. J. Fleming, Natural Gas Division, 
Office of Fuels Programs, Economic 
Regulatory Administration, 1000 
Independence Avenue, S.W., Forrestal 
Building, Room GA-007, Washington, 
D.C. 20585; (202) 252-9482 
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James B. McRae, Office of General 
Counsel, Natural Gas and Mineral 
Leasing, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
S.W., Forrestal Building, Room 6E-042, 
Washington, D.C. 20585; (202) 252- 
6667 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 

August 10, 1982, Tennessee filed an 

application to import up to 309,000 Mcf 

per day of Canadian natural gas during 
the period from November 1, 1984, until 

October 31, 2001, as more fully 

described in the Notice of Receipt of 

Application issued by the ERA on 

September 29, 1982 (47 FR 44135, 

October 6, 1982). The gas was to be 

purchased from three suppliers, 

Canadian-Montana Pipeline Company 

(Canadian-Montana), KannGaz 

Producers Ltd. (KannGaz) and Ocelot 

Industries (Ocelot), under separate gas 

purchase contracts with deliveries 

beginning on November 1, 1984, for the 

first two contracts and on November 1, 

1985, for the Ocelot contract. Tennessee 

would receive up to 84,000 Mcf of gas 

per day from Canadian-Montana, up to 

125,000 Mcf per day from KannGaz, and 

up to 100,000 Mcf per day from Ocelot. 

On January 27, 1983, the National 
Energy Board of Canada (NEB) issued a 
decision in its Omnibus Gas Export 
hearing which, among other things, 
denied Ocelot permission to export gas 
from Canada. Due to the NEB’s decision, 
Tennessee is amending its application to 
withdraw those volumes it proposed to 
import under the gas purchase contract 
with Ocelot. 

It should be noted that beginning 
April 12, 1983, the Canadian 
Government established a new 
international border price of U.S. $4.40 
per MMBtu which will be charged for 
the majority of natural gas being 
exported to the United States. The 
previous border price was $4.94. Under 
the terms of the Canadian-Montana and 
KannGaz contracts, the price for gas to 
be sold to Tennessee is the prevailing 
border price. 

The NEB licenses issued to Canadian- 
Montana and KannGaz authorize the 
export of less volumes of gas to be sold 
to Tennessee over a shorter period of 
time than they had requested. However, 
both Canadian-Montana and KannGaz 
have advised Tennessee of their 
intention to seek approval from the NEB 
for the additional exports as provided 
for in their respective supply contracts. 
Therefore, Tennessee is not amending 
its application to conform with the 
volumes and schedule of deliveries 
reflected in the NEB licenses, but 
continues to request import 
authorization for the quantities of gas it 
has contracted to buy. 
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Other Information 


Any person wishing to become a party 
to the proceeding, and thus to 
participate as a party in any conference 
or hearing which might be convened, 
must file a petition to intervene. Persons 

_who have already petitioned for 
intervention in ERA Docket No. 82-10- 
NG need not file new petitions, but may 
submit additional comments as 
appropriate. All petitions for 
intervention filed in this docket up to 
this time in connection with the original 
application shall be considered timely 
submissions. Any person may file a 
protest with respect to this amended 
application. The filing of a protest will 
not serve to make the protestant a party 
to the proceeding. Protests will be 
considered in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken on the 
application. 


All protests and petitions to intervene 
must meet the requirements that are 
specified by the regulations that were in 
effect on October 1, 1977, in 18 CFR 1.8 
and 1.10. They should be filed with the 
Natural Gas Division, Economic 
Regulatory Administration, Room GA- 
007, RG-43, Forrestal Building, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW.., 
Washington, D.C. 20585. All protests and 
petitions to intervene must be filed no 
later than 4:30 p.m., July 25, 1983. 


A hearing will not be held unless a 
motion is made by a party or person 
seeking intervention and is granted by 
the ERA, or if the ERA on its own 
motion believes that a hearing is 
necessary or required. A person filing a 
motion must demonstrate how a hearing 
will advance the proceedings. If a 
hearing is scheduled, the ERA will 
provide notice to all parties and persons 
whose petitions to intervene are 
pending. 

A copy of Tennessee's amended 
application is available for inspection 
and copying in the Natural Gas Division 
Docket Room, located in Room GA-007, 
Forrestal Building, 1000 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C., 
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 
p.m., Monday through Friday, except 
Federal holidays. 


Issued in Washington, D.C., on June 20, 
1983. 


James W. Workman, 
Director, Office of Fuels Programs, Economic 
Regulatory Administration. 


(FR Doc. 83-17117 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


Morgan Services, Inc.; Application for 
Certification of the Use of Natural Gas 
To Displace Oil 


[Docket No. 83-CERT-150] 


The Economic Regulatory 
Administration (ERA) of the Department 
of Energy has received the following 
application for certification of an 
eligible use of natural gas to displace 
fuel oil pursuant to 10 CFR Part 595 (44 
FR 47920, August 16, 1979). End-users 
who have the capability to use natural 
gas in place of fuel oil at any of their 
facilities can. arrange for direct 
purchases and transportation of the gas 
to that facility under the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission's (FERC) fuel oil 
displacement program. The ERA 
certification is required by the FERC as 
a precondition to interstate 
transportation of fuel oil displacement 
gas in accordance with the procedures 
in 18 CFR Part 284, Subpart F. 

Pertinent information regarding this 
application is listed below, while more 
detailed information is contained in the 
application on file and available for 
inspection at the ERA Fuels Conversion 
Division Docket Room, RG-42, Room 
GA-093, Forrestal Building, 1000 
Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20585, from 8:00 a.m. 
to 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays. 

Applicant: Morgan Services, Inc. 

Date filed: May 27 and as amended 
June 2. 

Facility location: Buffalo, N.Y.; 

Gas Volume: 60,000 Mcf per year. 

Oil Displacement: 431,640 gallons of 
No. 2 fuel oil (.28% sulfur). 

Eligible seller: N.S. Energy, Buffalo, 
N.Y. 

Transporter: National Fuel Gas 
Supply Corp., Buffalo, N.Y. National 
Fuel Gas Distribution Corp., Buffalo, 
N.Y. 

To provide the public with as much 


_ opportunity to participate in this 


proceeding as is practicable under the 
circumstances, we are inviting any 
person wishing to comment concerning 
this application to submit comments in 
writing to the Economic Regulatory 
Administration, Office of Fuels 
Programs, Fuels Conversion Division, 
RG—42, Room GA-093, Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20585, Attention: 
Richard A. Ransom, within ten calendar 
days of the date of publication of this 
notice in the Federal Register. The 
docket number of the case should be 
printed on the outside of the envelope. 
An opportunity to make an oral 
presentation of data, views, and 
arguments either against or in support of 


29043 


any of the above applications may be 
requested by any interested person in 
writing within the ten-day comment 
period. The request should state the 
person’s interest and, if appropriate, 
why the person is a proper 
representative of a group or class of 
persons that has such an interest. The 
request should include a summary of the 
proposed oral presentation and a 
statement as to why an oral 
presentation is necessary. 

If ERA determines that an oral 
presentation is necessary in a particular 
case, further notice will be given to the 
applicant and any person filing 
comments in that case and will be 
published in the Federal Register. 

Issued in Washington, D.C., on June 17, 
1983. 

James W. Workman, 

Director, Office of Fuels Programs, Economic 
Regulatory Administration. 

[FR Doc. 83-17012 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6450-01-# 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Docket No. ST83-395] 


Cranberry Pipeline Corp.; Seif- 
implementing Transactions 


June 17, 1983. 

Take notice that the following 
transactions have been reported to the 
Commission as being implemented 
pursuant to Part 284 of the Commission’s 
Regulations and Sections 311 and 312 of 
the Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978 
(NGPA). The “Recipient” column in the 
following table indicates the entity 
receiving or purchasing the natural gas 
in each transaction. 

The “Part 284 Subpart” column in the 
following table indicates the type of 
transaction. A “B” indicates 
transportation by an interstate pipeline 
pursuant to Section 284.102 of the 
Commission's Regulations. 

A “C” indicates transportation by an 
intrastate pipeline pursuant to Section 
284.122 of the Commission’s Regulations. 
In those cases where Commission 
approval of a transportation rate is 
sought pursuant to Section 284.123(b)(2), 
the table lists the proposed rate and 
expiration date for the 150-day period 
for staff action. Any person seeking to 
participate in the proceeding to approve 
a rate listed in the table should file a 
petition to intervene with the Secretary 
of the Commission. 

A “D” indicates a sale by an 
intrastate pipeline pursuant to Section 
284.142 of the Commission's Regulations 
and Section 311(b) of the NGPA. Any 





interested person may file a complaint 
concerning such sales pursuant to 
Section 284.147(d) of the Commission's 
Regulations. 


An “E” indicates an assignment by an 
intrastate pipeline pursuant to Section 
284.163 of the Commission's Regulations 
and Section 312 of the NGPA. 

An “F” indicates a fuel oil 
displacement transaction implemented 





Docket No.* Transporter/Seller 


—————— ittntiencmjentinisiiaiimempaeltaanmes 


le —— Pipeline Corp 


ST83-395 ... 
ST63-396 
ST83-397 
ST83-398 
ST83-399 
ST83-400 
ST83-401 
ST83-402 
ST83-403 
ST83-404 
ST83-405 


NMOROOUS 


» Oo © ® 


ST83-423 
ST83-424 
ST83-425 
ST83-426 
ST83-427 
ST83-428 
S$T83-429 


do 
do 
do 
do 
do 
do 
do 
do 
do 
do 
do 


Producer's Gas Co 
ST83-430 Southern Natura! Gas Co 
ST83-431 ...... Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co 
ST83-432.... j do 
ST83-433 | do 
ST83-434 .... | Michigan Gas Storage Co 
ST83-435.. United Gas tint Line Co 


? 


The noticing of these filings de oes not tute ad 


*The Intersta'e Pipeline has sought Co 
are deemed fair aid equitable if the Commis: 
{FR Doc. 83-17014 Filed 6-23-23: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 67 17-01-™ 


| te coat Gas Pips Line Corp...... 


nation ‘al whet her the filings comply with the Cc 
ion approval of iis 
on does not take 


pursuant to Section 284.202 of the 
Commission's Regulations. Any 
interested persons may file a complaint 
concerning such transaction pursuant to 
Section 284.205(d) of the Commission's 
Regulations. 

A “G" indicates transportation by an 
interstate pipeline on behalf of another 
interstate pipeline pursuant to a blanket 


| Recipient 
| Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co 
| Cabot Corp.......... = 
| City of Union, SC. ; 
| Washington Gas Light Co. 
.«| The Brooklyn Union Gas Co...... 
...| Delmarva Power and Light Co 
...| South Jersey Gas Co 
| Public Service Electric and Gas Co 
| Pennsytvania Gas and Water Co 
City of Greer, sc 
| City of Kings Mount ain, ‘NC 
| City of Greenwood, S 
| Lynchburg Gas Co 
| City of Lexington, NC.. 
.....| North Carolina Natural Gas Corp 
.| Piedmont Natural Gas Co.... 
City of Shelby, NC 
| Public Service Co. of North Carolina 
Sout hwestern Virginia Gas Co 
City of Alexander, Al 


ited Cities Gas Co 

City of Toccoa, GA 
Carolina Pipeline Co 
Clinton-Newberry Natural Gas Auth 
Commonwealth Gas Pipeline Corp. 

| City of Danville, VA.. 

| Fort Hill Natural Gas Auth. 

| Eastern Shore Natural Gas Co... 

| Atlanta Gas Light Co....... 
Consolidated Edison Co. of NY, Inc 
Philadelphia Electric Co 

.| Texas Eastern Transmission Corp 
Florida Gas Transmission Co 

| Producer's Gas Co... ; 
Esperanza Transmission Co 

| Southern Natural Gas Co 
Southern Natural Gas Co 
Battle Creek Gas Co 

.-.| Entex, inc 


indicated 


mission's regu!ations. 
transportation rate pursuant to Section 284.123(B)(2) of the Commission's regulations (18 CFR 284.123 
action by the date 
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certificate issued under Section 284.221 
of the Commission's Regulations. 

A “G (HT)” or “G (HS)” indicates 
transportation, sales or assignments by 
a Hinshaw Pipeline pursuant to a 
blanket certificate issued under Section 
284.222 of the Commission's Regulations. 
Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 


7 29. Gia se 


Part 264, Expiration ——— 
subpart date ? ’ 


per/ 
MMBtu) 


Date filed 


—t 


60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
69.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 


5/25/83 
5/25/83 | 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 | 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 | 
5/26/83 | 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 | 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 | 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 | 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 | 
5/26/83 | 
5/26/83 | 
5/26/83 
/26/83 
26/83 
26/83 
/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/26/83 
5/27/83 
5/27/83 
(27/83 | 
5/31/83 
5/31/83 | 
| 5/31/83 | 
| 5/4/83 | 
5/31/83 | 


10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 
10/21/63 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/24/83 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 

10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 j 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 | 
10/21/83 60.00 
10/21/83 | 60.00 


BWWOOOWDNWMWVOWVTWIVWOVUVIIVIVIIVW@IBVAVITI@ITWTWMI@ITwIoOTTWVWVIVIAIVIOO 








PAA AND 


on 





- 
| 
| 


(B}{2)). Such rates 





[Docket Nos. RP81-34--003, et al.] 


Distrigas of Massachusetts 
Corporation, et al.; Filing of Pipeline 
Refund Reports and Refund Plans 


June 17, 1983. 


Take notice that the pipelines listed in 
the Appendix hereto have submitted to 
the Commission for filing proposed 
refund reports or refund plans. The date 
of filing, docket number, and type of 
filing are also shown on the Appendix. 

Any person wishing to do so may 
submit comments in writing concerning 
the subject refund reports and plans. All 


such comments should be filed with the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
825 North Capitol Street, NE., 
Washington, D.C. 20426, on or before 
June 29, 1983. Copies of the respective 
filings are on file with the Commission 
and available for public inspection. 


Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


APPENDIX 


Filing 


d ate —o 


Type filing 
5/13/83 Distrigas of 
Massachusetts 


Corp. 


FP81-34-003 ... 
Report 


ApPENDIx—Continued 


Docket No. Type filing 


RP81-73-003 Do. 


Filing 
date baucaninies 


5/16/83 Sea Robin Pipeline 
Co 

Colorado Interstate 
Gas Co. 

Mississippi River 
Transmission 
Corp. 

Consolidated Gas 
Supply Corp. 

Northern Natural! 
Gas Co. 

Southwest Gas 
Corp 


5/17/83 RP82-54-010 ... Do 


5/26/83 RP81-129-008 


5/27/83 RP80-135-026 . 


6/3/83 RP82-71-012 


6/8/83 RP82-96-000 


{FR Doc. 83-17015 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 
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[Docket No. ER83-551-000] 


Florida Power & Light Co.; Notice of 
Filing 


June 20, 1983. 


The filing Company submits the 
following: 

Take notice that Florida Power & Light 
Company (FPL), pursuant to Section 
35.12 of the Commission's Regulations, 
tendered for filing on June 7, 1983, 
documents entitled St. Lucie 
Replacement Power Agreement between 
FPL and Orlando Utilities Commission 
dated March 14, 1983 (Agreement) as an 
initial rate schedule. 

FPL states that Orlando Utilities 
Commission (OUC) has acquired a 
6.08951% undivided interest in FPL’s St. 
Lucie Unit No. 2, a nuclear generating 
facility. Under a separate agreement, the 
St. Lucie Nuclear Reliability Exchange 
Agreement (Exchange Agreement) OUC 
agrees to exchange to FPL the rights to 
one-half of its capacity and energy 
entitlements from SL-2 for an equivalent 
amount of capacity and energy from 
FPL’s St. Lucie Unit No. 1, a nuclear 
generating facility already in service 
(SL-1). 

Pursuant to the Agreement tendered 
for filing, FPL agrees to provide to OUC 
Replacement Power and Energy with 
respect to OUC’s SL-1 and SL-2 
entitlements if, and only if, FPL ceases 
to operate or reduces output from SL-1 
or SL-2 (i) because the cost of energy 
that could have been generated by SL-1 
or SL-2 would have been more 
expensive to FPL than the cost of energy 
available to FPL from sources other than 
SL-1 or SL-2 or (ii) because of valley 
load situations. 

FPL requests the waiver of Section 
35.3 of the Commission's Regulations be 
granted and that the proposed rate 
schedule be made effective on the date 
FPL declares St. Lucie Unit No. 2 in firm 
operation which date is presently 
estimated to be on or about August 1, 
1983. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should file a motion to 
intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, N.E., Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 
385.214). All such motions or protests 
should be filed on or before July 6, 1983. 
Protests will be considered by the 
Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 


not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a motion to 
intervene. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-17016 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. ER83-552-000] 


Florida Power & Light Co.; Notice of 
Filing 


June 20, 1983. 

The filing Company submits the 
following: 

Take notice that Florida Power & Light 
Company (FPL), pursuant to Section 
35.13 of the Commission's Regulations, 
tendered for filing on June 7, 1983, 
documents entitled St. Lucie Delivery 
Service Agreement between FPL and 
Florida Municipal Power Agency 
(Agreement) as a change in a rate 
schedule. 

FPL states that Florida Municipal 
Agency (FMPA) has acquired 8. 806% 
undivided interest in FPL’s St. Lucie Unit 
No. 2, a nuclear generating facility. 
Under two separate agreements, (1) the 
St. Lucie Nuclear Reliability Exchange 
Agreement (Exchange Agreement), 
FMPA agrees to exchange to FPL the 
rights to one-half of its capacity and 
energy entitlements from SL-2 for an 
equivalent amount of capacity and 
energy from FPL’s St. Lucie Unit No. 1, a 
nuclear generating facility already in 
service (SL—-1) and (2) the St. Lucie 
Replacement Power Agreement 
(Replacement Power Agreement) under 
which, in certain instances, FPL will 
provide replacement power and energy 
to FMPA when SL-1 or SL-2 is operating 
at or below certain levels. Accordingly, 
the aggregate of FMPA’s power and 
energy entitlement resulting from its 
ownership interest in SL-2, the 
Exchange Agreement and the 
Replacement Power Agreement are 
collectively described as FMPA St. Lucie 
Nuclear Power Resources. 

Under the Agreement filed herewith, 
FPL proposes to provide the delivery of 
FMPA’'s St. Lucie Nuclear Power 
Resources from the St. Lucie Delivery 
Point to FMPA at Delivery Points 
designated by FMPA. 

FPL requests and FMPA supports the 
waiver of Section 35.3 of the 
Commission's Regulations be granted 
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and that the proposed rate schedule be 
made effective on the date that St. Lucie 
Unit No. 2 is synchronized with FPL’s 
system and begins production of test 
energy which date is presently 
estimated to be on or about June 17, 
1983. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should file a motion to 
intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, N.E., Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission’s Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 
§§ 385.211, 385.214). All such motions or 
protests should be filed on or before July 
6, 1983. Protests will be considered by 
the Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a motion to 
intervene. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-17017 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-™ 


[Docket No. ER83-553-000] 


Florida Power & Light Co.; Notice of 
Filing 


June 20, 1983 

The filing Company submits the 
following: 

Take notice that Florida Power & Light 
Company (FPL), pursuant to Section 
35.13 of the Commission’s Regulations, 
tendered for filing on June 7, 1983, 
documents entitled St. Lucie Nuclear 
Reliability Exchange Agreement 
between FPL and Florida Municipal 
Power Agency (Agreement) as an initial 
rate schedule. 

FPL states that Florida Municipal 
Power Agency (FMPA) has acquired a 
8.806% undivided interest in FPL’s St. 
Lucie Unit No. 2, a nuclear generating 
facility. Under the Agreements FMPA is 
to exchange to FPL one-half of its 
capacity and energy entitlements from 
SL-2 for an equivalent amount of 
capacity and energy from FPL’s St. Lucie 
Unit No. 1, an existing nuclear 
generating facility. FPL further states it 
is the intent of the parties to the 
Agreement to share the risks that power 
and energy will not be available, or will 
be available in reduced quantities from 
the capacity exchanged from whatever 
reason. 





FPL requests and FMPA supports 
waiver of Section 35.3 of the 
Commission's Regulations be granted 
and that the proposed rate schedule be 
made effective on the date FPL declares 
St. Lucie Unit No. 2 in Firm Operation 
which date is presently estimated to be 
on or about August 1, 1983. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should be file a 
motion to intervene or protest with the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
825 North Capitol Street, N.E., 
Washington, D.C. 20426, in accordance 
with Rules 211 and 214 of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 CFR §§ 385.211, 385.214). 
All such motions or protests should filed 
on or before July 6, 1983. Protests will be 
considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate action to be 
taken, but will not serve to make 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Any person wishing to become a party 
must file a motion to intervene. Copies 
of this filing are on file with the 
Commission and are available for public 
inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 83-17018 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. ER8&2-793-001] 


Florida Power & Light Co.; Notice of 
Compliance Filing 


June 20, 1983. 

Take notice that on May 27, 1983, 
Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), 
in compliance with the Commission's 
order issued November 30, 1982 (21 
FERC Para. 61,226), and with the 
Commission's Order Further Revising 
Procedural Schedule, submitted for filing 
Phase III of the Company’s Application 
for Increase in Electric Rates. 

Florida Power & Light Company 
submitted revisions of the Company's 
FERC Electric Tariff First Revised 
Volume I, consisting of Resale Service 
Schedule FR-1 (Sheet Nos. 5 and 5a), 
Resale Service Schedule PR-2 (Sheet 
Nos. 6 and 6a) and Resale Service 
Schedule PRT-2 (Sheet Nos. 7, 7a and 
7b). The rates contained in these revised 
sheets reflect the inclusion on an 
annualized basis of the costs associated 
with FPL’s St. Lucie Unit No. 2. 

FPL proposes to place the revised 
tariff sheets into effect, subject to a one 
day suspension and subject to refund, 
on the day that FPL declares the St. 
Lucie Unit No. 2 in commercial 
operation, but no sooner than the date 
that these costs are reflected in FPL's 
retail rates. 


FPL will inform the Commission as 
established by the November 30, 1982 
order, of the effective date of the step- 
three rates when the retail proceedings 
concerning the inclusion in rates of St. 
Lucie Unit No. 2 costs have been 
completed. 

The step-three rates will produce an 
increase in revenues of approximately 
$23,243,000 over the step-two rates now 
in effect. These step-two rates will end 
June 30, 1984. 

St. Lucie Unit No. 2 is scheduled to 
commence commercial operation on July 
30, 1983, and according to FPL, notice 
has been served upon FPL’s wholesale 
customers and the Florida Public 
Service Commission. 

The Florida Power & Light Company 
requests a waiver of the Commission's 
filing requirements under Section 35.13 
of FERC Regulations. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest this filing should file comments 
with the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C. 20426, on or 
before June 30, 1983. Comments will be 
considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate action to be 
taken. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-17019 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket Nos. ER&2-555-000, et al.] 


Indiana & Michigan Electric Co.; Notice 
of Compliance Filing 


June 20, 1983. 

Take notice that on May 20, 1983, 
Indiana & Michigan Electric Company 
refunded to Michigan Power Company 
and Northern Indiana Public Service 
Company, respectively, amounts 
collected in excess of the setilement rate 
levels. These refunds were ordered by 
FERC in its acceptance and approval of 
the Settlement Agreements among 
Indiana & Michigan Electric Company 
(I&M) and Michigan Power Company; 
Northern Indiana Public Service 
Company, Richmond Power and Light, 
fourteen municipal customers, Wabash 
Valley Power Association, Inc. and 
Wayne County Rural Electric 
Membership Cooperative. 

The amounts refunded to Michigan 
Power Company and Northern Indiana 
Public Service Company are $841,587.23, 
and $2,669,568.99, respectively. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest this filing should file comments 
with the Federal Energy Regulatory 
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Commission, 825 North Capitol Street, 
N.E., Washington, D.C. 20426, on or 
before June 29, 1983. Comments will be 
considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate action to be 
taken. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-17020 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE $717-01-M 


[Docket No. G-201-000, et al.) 


K N Energy, Inc.; Notice of 
Redesignation 


June 20, 1983. 

On April 15, 1983, K N Energy, Inc. 
(formerly Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas 
Co., Inc.)}, filed in Docket No. G-201-000, 
et al., an application requesting that it 
be designated as certificate holder under 
its new name in lieu of under its former 
name, Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas 
Company, Inc. In accordance with a 
corporate name change, the 
jurisdictional natural gas operations are 
to be conducted under the name of K N 
Energy, Inc. 

Accordingly, the authorizations issued 
by this Commission and by the Federal 
Power Commission, the applications 
currently pending before the 
Commission, the FERC Gas Tariff on 
file, and any other records or 
proceedings relating to the former 
Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas 
Company, Inc., are hereby redesignated 
as those of K N Energy, Inc. 

A listing of authorizations and 
pending proceedings is set forth in the 
appendix. 

This action is taken pursuant to 18 
CFR 375.302(s) of the Commission’s 
rules. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


K N Energy, Inc. 


List of Pending and Completed Proceedings 


G-201 G-2186 G-20,106 
G-259 G—2392 G-20,583 

G-2404 G~—20,584 

G-2411 

G-8562 

G-8866 

G-0435 

G-9437 

G-9504 

G-10,014 

G-10,588 

G-10,736 

G-11,830 

G-11,858 

G-12,391 

G-14,157 

G-17,303 

G~17,850 

G~17,839 
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CP70-249 
CP70-258 
CP71-143 
CP71-149 
CP71-211 
CP72-27 

CP72-103 
CP72-150 
CP72-204 
CP72-298 
CP73-124 
CP73~186 
CP73-224 
CP74-23 

CP74~125 
CP74-164 
CP74-169 
CP74~-200 
CP74-201 
CP74-278 
CP74~-299 
CP75-27 

CP75-57 

CP75-89 

CP75-168 
CP75-177 
CP75-321 
CP75-334 
CP76-146 
CP76-207 
CP77-10 

CP77-176 
CP77-214 
CP77-503 
CP78-29 

CP78-174 
CP79-32 

CP79-15€ 
CP80-99 


CP80-139 
CP80-143 
CP81-15 
CP81-86 
CP81-202 
CP81-430 
CP82-59 
CP82-97 
CP82-237 
CP82-364 
CP82-366 
CP82-511 
CP83-65 
CP83-73 
CP83-140° 
CP83-233 
RP64-16 
RP71-5 
RP72-32 
RP74-11 
RP76-8 
RP77-5 
RP78-10 
RP79-8 
RP81-50-000 
RP82-8-000 
TA80-1-53 
TA81-1-53 
TA82-1-53-000 
TA83-1-53-000 
ST82-31- 
000PST83- 
115-000 
ST83-116-000 
TC81-73-000 
TC82-43-000 
TC82-60-000 
GP80-13 
GT82-27-000 


CP70-129 
CP70-178 
CP70-228 
CP70-239 


{FR Doc. 83-17021 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket Nos. EL83-24-000 and EL83-24- 
001) 


Seminole Electric Cooperative and 
Florida Power & Light Co.; Notice of 
Filings 


June 20, 1983. 

Take notice that on June 9, 1983 
(Docket No. EL83-24-000), Seminole 
Electric Cooperative (“Seminole”) 
petitioned for declaratory orders (1) that 
upon the introduction (or availability for 
introduction) of électricity from its own 
power plant to serve its member loads 
in the service area of Florida Power & 
Light Company (“FPL”), currently 
scheduled to occur in June 1983, 
Seminole will become a partial 
requirements customer of FPL and hence 
must be served under an appropriate 
partial requirements rate schedule, and 
(2) that an issue ripe for trial in Docket 
No. ER82-793-000 is the propriety of 
FPL's PR-2 partial requirements rate 
schedule for service to Seminole. 
Seminole also moves for expedited 
action by the Commission. In the 
alternative, Seminole filed a conditional 
complaint under Section 206 of the 
Federal Power Act and Rule 206 of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure, regarding the propriety of the 
PR-2 rate schedule as it relates to 


partial requirements service for 
Seminole. The complaint is only to be 
considered if the Commission’s response 
is in the negative regarding the second 
issue set forth above for declaratory 
order. 

On June 10, 1983 (Docket No. EL83-24- 
001), FPL petitioned for the Commission 
to issue a declaratory order interpreting 
the Service Agreement for the Supply of 
Wholesale Electric Power Service to 
Seminole dated September 1, 1982, 
between FPL, Seminole, and six of 
Seminole’s members (“Service 
Agreement”). The Service Agreement 
was filed with the Commission on 
September 23, 1982 (Docket No. ER82- 
833-000). 

FPL states that its request arises from 
Seminole’s recently declared intention 
to schedule, in the near future, 200 MW 
of energy into FPL’s system in order to 
serve certain of Seminole’s member 
cooperatives whose full power 
requirements are now provided by FPL 
pursuant to the Service Agreement. FPL 
submits that it will suffer substantial 
harm from Seminole’s failure to provide 
appropriate notice pursuant to 
termination provisions contained in the 
Service Agreement. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filings should file a motion 
to intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission’s Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 
§§ 385.211, 385.214). All such motions or 
protests should be filed on or before July 
5, 1983. Protests will be considered by 
the Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
these proceedings. Any person wishing 
to become a party must file a motion to 
intervene. Copies of these filings are on 
file with the Commission and are 
available for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 63~-17022 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Project No. 5932-001] 


Hydro Management, inc.; Surrender of 
Preliminary Permit 


June 22, 1983. 

Take notice that Hydro Management, 
Inc., Permittee for the Crane Creek 
Water Power Project, FERC No. 5932, 
has requested that its preliminary permit 
be terminated. The preliminary permit 
for Project No. 5932 was issued on May 
28, 1982, and would have expired on 
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November 30, 1983. The Project would 
have been located on Crane Creek in 
Lake County, Montana. 

Hydro Management, Inc. filed the 
request on May 2, 1983, and the 
surrender of the preliminary permit for 
Project No. 5932 is deemed accepted as 
of May 2, 1983, and effective as of 30 
days after the date of this notice. 
Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83-17079 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Project No. 4295-000] 


Hydrokinetic Company; Surrender of 
Preliminary Permit 


June 22, 1983. 

Take notice that the Hydrokinetic 
Company, Permittee for the Aldrich 
Creek Project, FERC No. 4295, has 
requested that its preliminary permit be 
terminated. The preliminary permit for 
Project No. 4295 was issued on August 
14, 1981, and would have expired on July 
31, 1983. The project would have been 
located on Aldrich Creek in Whatcom 
County, Washington. 

Hydrokinetic Company filed the ~ 
request on April 18, 1983, and the 
surrender of the preliminary permit for 
Project No. 4295 is deemed accepted as 
of April 18, 1983, and effective as of 30 
days after the date of this notice. 
Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83~17078 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Project No. 4871-003] 


Modesto Irrigation District; Surrender 
of Preliminary Permit 


June 22, 1983. 

Take notice that Modesto Irrigation 
District, Permittee for the proposed 
Eltapom Creek Project No. 4871, has 
requested that its preliminary permit be 
terminated. The permit was issued on 
May 16, 1983, and would have expired 
October 31, 1984. The project would 
have been located on the Eltapom Creek 
in Trinity County, California. 

The Permittee filed its request on May 
25, 1983, and the surrender of the 
preliminary permit for Project No. 4871 
is deemed accepted as of the filing date 
and is effective 30 days from the date of 
this notice. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 63-17080 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 





[Project No. 5165-001] 


Modesto Irrigation District; Surrender 
of Preliminary Permit 


June 22, 1983. 

Take notice that Modesto Irrigation 
District, Permittee for the proposed 
Frazier Creek Project No. 5165, has 
requested that its preliminary permit be 
terminated. The permit was issued on 
March 12, 1982, and would have expired 
August 31, 1983. The project would have 
been located on Frazier Creek in Plumas 
County, California. 

The Permittee filed its request on May 
25, 1983, and the surrender of the 
preliminary permit for Project No. 5165 
is deemed accepted as of the filing date 
and is effective 30 days from the date of 
this notice. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 83-17061 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Project No. 4837-062] 


Modesto Irrigation District; Surrender 
of Preliminary Permit 


June 22, 1983. 

Take notice that Modesto Irrigation 
District, Permittee for the proposed Deer 
Creek Hydroelectric Project No. 4937, 
has requested that its preliminary permit 
be terminated. The permit was issued on 
May 12, 1982, and would have expired 
October 31, 1983. The project would 
have been located on the Deer Creek in 
Tehama County, California. 

The Permittee filed its request on May 
25, 1983, and the surrender of the 
preliminary permit for Project No. 4937 
is deemed accepted as of the filing date 
and is effective 30 days from the date of 
this notice. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

FR Doc. 83-17082 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-m 


Cffice of Energy Research 


Energy Research Advisory Board, 
Materiais R&D Panel; Open Meeting 


Pursuant to the provisions of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub. 
L. 92-463, 86 Stat. 770), notice is hereby 
given of the following meeting: 

Name: Materials R&D Panel of the Energy 


Research Advisory Board (ERAB). 
Date and time: July 15, 1983 from 8 a.m. to 4 


p.m. 

Place: U.S, Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., Room 4A-110, 
Washington, DC 20585 

Contact: William Woodard, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Office of Energy 


Research (ER-6), 1000 Independence Avenue 
SW., Washington, DC 20585; Telephone: 202/ 
252-8933 

Purpose of the parent board: To advise the 
Department of Energy on the overall research 
and development conducted in DOE and to 
provide long-range guidance in these areas to 
the Department. 

Tentative agenda: 
¢ Discussion of Initial Working Draft Report 

on DOE’s Materials R&D Programs 
¢ Public comment (10 minute rule) 

Public participation: The meeting is open to 
the public. Written statements may be filed 
with the Panel either before or after the 
meeting. Members of the public who wish to 
make oral statements pertaining to agenda 
items should contact William Woodard at the 
address or telephone number listed above. 
Requests must be received five days prior to 
the meeting and reasonable provision will be 
made to include the presentation on the 
agenda. The Chairperson of the Panel is 
empowered to conduct the meeting in a 
fashion that will facilitate the orderly 
conduct of business. 

Transcripts: Availabile for public review 
and copying at the Freedom of Information 
Public Reading Room 1E-190, Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC, between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, except Federal 
holidays. 

Issued at Washington, D.C., on June 17, 
1983. 


J. Ronald Young, 


Director for Management, Office of Energy 
Research. 


{FR Doc. 83-17123 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


[OPTS-51471; TSH-FRL 2384-3] 
Certain Chemicals Premanufacture 
Notices 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Section 5 (a)(1) of the Toxic 


Substances Control Act (TSCA) requires 
any person who intends to manufacture 
or import a new chemical substance to 
submit a premanufacture notice (PMN) 
to EPA at least 90 days before — 
manufacture or import commences. 
Statutory requirements for section 
5(a)(1) premanufacture notices are 
discussed in EPA statements of interim 
policy published in the Federal Register 
of May 15, 1979 (44 FR 28558). and 
November 7, 1980 (45 FR 74378). This 
notice announces receipt of twelve 
PMNs and provides a summary of each. 
DATES: 


Close of review Period 
PMN 83-813 and 83-614—September 3, 1983 
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PMN 83-815 and 83-816—September 4, 1983 

PMN 83-817 and 83-818—September 5, 1983 

PMN 83-819, and 83-820, 83-821, 83-822, 83- 
823, and 83-824—September 6, 1983 


Written comments by 
PMN 83-813 and 83-814—August 4, 1983 
PMN 83-815 and 63-816—August 5, 1983 
PMN 83-817 and 83-818—August 6, 1983 
PMN 83-819 and 83-820, 83-821, 83-822, 83- 
823, and 83-824—August 7, 1953 
ADDRESS: Written comments, identified 
by the document control number 
“{OPTS-51471]" and the specific PMN 
number should be sent to: Document 
Control Officer (TS—793), Office of Toxic 
Substances, Office of Pesticides and 
Toxic Substances, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Rm. E-409, 401 M St., 
SW., Washington, DC 20460, (202-382- 
3532). 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Theodore Jones, acting Chief, Notice 
Review Branch, Chemical Control 
Division (TS—794), Office of Toxic 
Substances, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Rm. E-216, 401 M St., SW., 
Washington, DC 20460, (202-382-3729). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
following notice contains information 
extracted from the non-confidential 
version of the submission provided by 
the manufacturer on the PMNs received 
by EPA. The complete non-confidential 
document is available in the Public 
Reading Room E-107. 


PMN 83-813 


Manufacturer. Enwright Reaserch 
Corporation. 

Chemical. (G) Cationic polymer. 

Use/Production. (S) Water treatment 
and petroleum recovery. Pred. range: 
Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Confidential. 


PMN 83-814 


Manufacturer. E.I. du Pont de 
Nemours & Company, Inc. 

Chemical. (G) styrene, mixed acrylate 
copolymer. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture: dermal, up to 
1 da/yr, 2 persons/shift, 8 hrs/shift, 3 
shifts/da. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Minimal release to land. Disposal by 
incineration, approved landfill and 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA). 


PMN 83-815 
Importer. Confidential. 
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Chemical. (G) Modified polyacrylate. 

Use/Import. (G) Oil. Import range: 
Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: < 5,000 
mg/kg; Acute dermal: > 3,200 mg/kg: 
Irritation: Skin—Minimal, Eye— 
Minimal. 

Exposure. Processing: dermal. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release expected. Disposal by 
incineration. 


PMN 83-816 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Alkeny! mercapto 
thiadiazole. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 2.4 g/kg; 
Acute dermal: > 5 g/kg; Irritation: 
Skin—Mild, eye—Moderate; Ames Test: 
No genotoxic activity; HPC/DNA Repair 
Assay—Equivocal. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental release/Disposal. 
Confidential. 


PMN 83-817 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Disperse blue azo dye. 

Use/Production, (S) Industrial textile 
dye. Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture, processing 
and disposal: dermal, a total of 49 
workers, up to 12 hrs/da, up to 240 da/ 
yr. 
Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Less than 10 kg/yr released to air and 
land with 100-1,000 kg/yr to water. 
Disposal by wastewater treatment 
system and landfill. 


PMN 83-818 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Disperse blue azo dye. 

Use/Production. (S) Industrial textile 
dye. Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture, procssing and 
disposal: dermal, a total of 49 workers, 
up to 12 hrs/da, up to 180 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Less than 10 kg/yr released to air with 
10-100 kg/yr to water and land. 
Disposal by wastewater treatment 
system and landfill. 


PMN 83-819 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Polymer of a long chain 
fatty acid, hydroxy functional alkane, 
phthalic acid, substituted and 
unsubstituted anhydrides and a hydroxy 
functonal resin. 

Use/Production. (S) Industrial 
thermoset alkyd condensation polymer 
for coating metal surfaces, Prod. range: 
4,000-36,000 kg/yr. 


Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture, processing, 
use and disposal: dermal, a total of 14 
workers, up to 10 hrs/da, up to 40 
manhours/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Less than 10-100 kg/yr released to land. 
Disposal by approved landfill. 


PMN 83-820 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Disubstituted 
heterocyclic azo disubstituted benzene. 

Use/Production. (S) Dye for textiles. 
Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 2,000 mg/, 
kg; Acute dermal: < 1,000 mg/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Slight, Eye—Slight: 
Acute aquatic effects (seven species): 
No adverse effects @ < 0.5 mg/1; Plant 
germination effects (three species): No 
adverse effects @ < 0.5 mg/1; Skin 
sensitization: Moderate. 

Exposure. Manufacture, processing 
and use: dermal and inhalation, a total 
of 120 workers, up to .25 hr/da, up to 250 
da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Less than 10-100 kg/yr released to 
water. Disposal by biological treatment 
system and incineration. 


PMN 83-821 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Trisubstituted phenyl 
azo disubstituted heterocycle. 

Use/Production. (S) Dye for textiles. 
Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: 3,000 mg/ 
kg; Acute dermal: < 1,000 mg/kg; 
Ittitation: Skin—Slight, Eye—Slight; 
Acute aquatic effects (seven species): 
No adverse effects @ 0.5 mg/1; Plant 
germination effects (three species): No 
adverse effects @ < 0.5 mg/1; Skin 
sensitiszation: Moderate. 

Exposure. Maufacture, processing and 
use: dermal and inhalation, a total of 130 
workers, up to .25 hr/da, up to 250 da/ 
yr. 
Environmental Release/Disposai. 
Less than 10-100 kg/yr released to 
water. Disposal by biological treatment 
system and incineration. 


PMN 83-822 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. {(G) Trisubstituted aniline. 

Use/Production. (S) Dye intermediate. 
Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: < 500 mg/ 
kg; Acute dermal: < 1,000 mg/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Slight, Eye—None. 

Exposure. Manufacture and 
processing: dermal and inhalation. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. Disposal by biological treatment 
system and incineration. 


PMN 83-823 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Organofunctional 
polydimethylsiloxane. 

Use/Production. (G) Contained use. 
Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture and 
processing: dermal, a total of 26 
workers. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. 


PMN 83-824 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Organofunctional 
polydimethylsiloxane. 

Use/Production. (G) Contained use. 
Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture and 
processing: dermal, a total of 26 
workers. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. no 
release. 


Dated: June 10, 1983. 
Linda A. Travers, 
Acting Director, Management Support 
Division. 
[FR Doc. 83. 16535 Filed 6-23-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


{OPTS-59129; TSH-FRL 2384-1] 


Certain Chemicals Premanufacture 
Exemption Applications 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: EPA may upon application 
exempt any person from the 
premanufacturing notification 
requirements of section 5 (a) or (b) of the 
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) to 
permit the person to manufacture or 
process a chemical for test marketing 
purposes under section 5(h)(1) of TSCA. 
Requirements for test marketing 
exemption (TME) applications, which 
must either be approved or denied 
within 45 days of receipt, are discussed 
in EPA's revised statement of interim 
policy published in the Federal Register 
of November 7, 1980 (45 FR 74378). This 
notice, issued under section 5(h)(6) of 
TSCA, announces receipt of six 
applications for exemptions, provides a 
summary, and requests comments on the 
appropriateness of granting each of the 
exemptions. 

DATE: Writen comments by July 11, 1983. 
ADDRESS: Written comments, identified 
by the document control number 
“(OPTS-59129]” and the specific TME 
number should be sent to: Document 





Control Officer (TS—793), Management 
Support Division, Office of Toxic 
Substances, Office of Pesticides and 
Toxic Substances, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Rm. E-409, 401 M 
Street SW., Washington, DC 20460. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Theodore Jones, Acting Chief, Notice 
Review Branch, Chemical Control 
Division (TS—794), Office of Toxic 
Substances, Office of Pesticides and 
Toxic Substances, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Rm. E-216, 401 M 
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20460. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
following notice contains information 
extracted from the non-confidential 
version of the submission provided by 
the manufacturer on the TME received 
by EPA. The complete non-confidential 
document is available in the Public 
Reading Room E-107. 


TME 83-59 


Close of Review Period. July 20, 1983. 

Manufacturer. Enwright Research 
Corporation. 

Chemical. (G) Inorganic 
polyelectrolyte. 

Use/Production. (S)} Water treatment, 
papermaking. Prod. range: Confidential. 
Toxicity Data. No data on the TME 

substance submitted. 
Exposure. Confidential. 
Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
data submitted. 


TME 83-60 


Close of Review Period. July 20, 1983. 

Manufacturer. Enwright Research 
Corporation. 

Chemical. (G) Inorganic 
polyelectrolyte. 

Use/Production. (S) Water treatment, 
petroleum recovery. Prod. range: 
Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data on the TME 
substance submitted. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
data submitted. 


TME 83-61 


Close of Review Period. July 20, 1983. 

Manufacturer. Enwright Research 
Corporation. 

Chemical. (G) Inorganic 
polyelectrolyte. 


Use/Production. (S) Water treatment, 


petroleum recovery. Prod. range: 
Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data on the TME 
substance submitted. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
data submitted. 


TME 83-62 
Close of Review Period. July 20, 1983. 


Manufacturer. Enwright Research 
Corporation 

Chemical. (G) Inorganic 
polyelectrolyte. 

Use/Production. (S) Water treatment, 
petroleum recovery. Prod. range: 
Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data on the TME 
substance submitted. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
data submitted. 


TME 83-63 


Close of Review Period. July 20, 1983. 

Importer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Substituted 
phosphonium borate. 

Use/Import. (G) Rubber additive. 
Import range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral, LDso:> 
1,800 mg/kg of body weight; Irritation: 
Skin—Non-irritant, Eye—Non-irritant. 

Exposure. No direct exposure. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
data submitted. 


TME 83-64 


Close of Review Period. July 21, 1983. 

Importer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Modified polyacrylate. 

Use/Import. Confidential. Import 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity. Acute oral, LDso:> 5,000 mg/ 
kg; Acute dermal, LDso:> 3,200 mg/kg; 
Irritation: Skin—Minimal, Eye— 
Minimal. 

Exposure. Processing, dermal. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. Disposal by incineration. 

Dated: June 10, 1983. 

Linda A. Travers, 

Acting Director, Management Support 
Division. 

[FR Doc. 83-16536 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BING CODE 6560-50-M 


[OW-10-FRL-2297-3] 


Draft General NPDES Permits for Oil 
and Gas Operations on the Outer 
Continental Shelf (OCS) of Alaska; 
Norton Sound and Beaufort Sea 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

ACTION: Notice of Draft General NPDES 
Permits. 


SUMMARY: The Regional Administrator, 


Region 10, is today giving notice of two 
draft general National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permits for oil and gas stratigraphic test 
and exploration wells in Norton Sound 
and Beaufort Sea. These draft general 
permits propose effluent limitations, 
standards, prohibitions, and other 
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conditions on discharges from these 
facilities. The facilities covered in 
Norton Sound will be located in Federal 
waters seaward of the outer boundary 
of the territorial seas of the State of 
Alaska. Facilities covered in Beaufort 
Sea will be located in both Federal and 
State waters. The lands in Norton Sound 
are leased by the U.S. Department of the 
Interior's Minerals Management Service 
(MMS, formerly U.S. Geological Survey) 
and are described in the Environmental 
Impact Statement for OCS Lease Sale 
57. The lands in Beaufort Sea are jointly 
leased by the Department of the Interior 
and the State of Alaska and are 
described in the Beaufort Sea 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Federal/State Oil and Gas Lease Sale 
BF. 


DATES: Comment Period—Interested 
persons must submit comments on the 
draft general permits and 
Administrative records to the Regional 
administrator, Region 10 at the address 
below no later than August 10, 1983. 

Public Hearings—Public Hearings on 
the Beaufort Sea proposed general 
permit will be held at: (1) North Slope 
Borough Assembly Room, Barrow, 
Alaska on July 27, 1983 at 6:00 p.m. and 
continuing on July 28, 1983 at 9:00 a.m.., 
and (2) Federal Building, Room C121 701 
C Street, Anchorage, Alaska on August 
1, 1983 at 1:00 p.m. 

Public hearings on the Norton Sound 
proposed general permit will be held at: 
(1) City of Nome, City Council 
Chambers, Nome, Alaska on July 29, 
1983 at 1:00 p.m., and (2) Federal 
Building, Room C121 701 C Street, 
Anchorage, Alaska on August 2, 1983 at 
1:00 p.m. 

Hearings will continue until all 
persons have been heard. At this 
hearing you may submit oral or written 
statements concerning the draft general 
permits and administrative records. 


aAppress: Public Comments should be 
sent to: Regional Administrator, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 10, 1200 Sixth Avenue M/S 601, 
Seattle, Washington 98101. 

Administrative Record—The 
administrative records for these draft 
permits are available for public review 
at: (1) EPA Region 10, Room 10B, at the 
address listed above, and (2) 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Alaska Operations Office, Room E 556, 
Federal Building, Anchorage, Alaska 
99573. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Duane Karna, Region 10, at the address 
listed above or telephone (206) 442-1216. 
Copies of the draft general permits and 
fact sheet will be provided upon request. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
I. Background 

Section 301(a) of the Clean Water Act 
(the Act) provides that the discharge of 
pollutants is unlawful except in 
accordance with the terms of an NPDES 
permit. Under EPA’s regulations (40 CFR 
122.28), EPA may issue a single general 
permit to a category of point sources 
located within the same geographic area 
if the regulated point sources: (1) Involve 
the same or substantially similar types 
of operations; (2) Discharge the same 
types of wastes; (3) Require the same 
effluent limitations or operating 
conditions; (4) Require similar 
monitoring requirements; and (5) In the 
opinion of the Regional Administrator, 
are more appropriately controlled under 
a general permit than under individual 
permits. 

Any owner or operator authorized to 
discharge under a general permit may be 
excluded from the general permit by 
applying for an individual permit as 
provided by 40 CFR 122.28(b). 
Procedures for modification, revocation, 
termination, and processing of general 
permits are provided by 40 CFR 124.5- 
124.6. As in the case of individual 
permits, violation of any condition of a 
general permit constitutes a violation of 
the Act enforceable under Section 309 of 
the Act. 

The Regional Administrator of Region 
10 has determined that oi! and gas 
facilities operating in the areas 
described in these general NPDES 
permits are more appropriately 
controlled by general permits than by 
individual permits. The decision of the 
Regional Administrator is based on an 
evaluation of the 403(c) Ocean 
Discharge Criteria (45 FR 65952), the 
applications received for Beaufort Sea 
and Norton Sound, and the Agency's 
recent permit decisions in other areas of 
the OCS. Exploratory facilities operating 
in or entering the geographic areas 
described in these general permits will 
be required to request coverage by the 
final general permit fourteen days prior 
to initiation of discharge and also 
submit to the Agency subsequent 
notification of commencement of 
operations at a new site, and 
termination of operations. 


II. Nature of Discharge and Covered 
Facilities 
The general permits proposed today 
are applicable only to exploratory 
facilities in the Offshore Subcategory of 
the Oil and Gas Extraction Point Source 
- Category {40 CFR Part 435). The — 
proposed permits will not authorize 
discharges into any wetlands adjacent 
to the territorial waters of the State of 
Alaska or from facilities in the Onshore 


and Coastal Subcategories as defined in 
40 CFR Part 435. 

Operations within the offshore 
subcategory can be divided into three 
phases: exploration, development, and 
production. Exploratory operations 
include the drilling of stratigraphic test 
wells to collect information on the 
underlying geological strata. These wells 
are frequently referred to as COST 
(Continental Offshore Stratigraphic 
Test) or DST (Deep Stratigraphic Test) 
wells. Exploratory operations also 
involve drilling to determine the nature 
of a hydrocarbon reserve after the 
seismic information has been obtained. 
These operations are usually of short 
duration at a given site, involve a small 
number of wells, and are generally, 
conducted from mobile drilling units. In 
Beaufort Sea these operations are 
conducted from artificial islands 
constructed in accordance with permits 
issued by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. EPA is concerned over the 
adverse impacts of allowing several 
wells to be drilled at a single site, and 
invites comments on the 
appropriateness of limiting the 
maximum number of wells at single site 
to five during exploratory drilling. 

These general permits allow 
discharges associated with exploratory 
drilling operations only. Development 
and production operations are not 
covered by these general permits. 

The general permit will authorize the 
following discharges: drilling fluids 
(muds), drill cuttings and washwater, 
deck drainage, sanitary waste, domestic 
wastes, desalinization unit discharge, 
blow out preventor fluid, boiler 
blowdown, fire control system test 
water, non-contact cooling water, 
uncontaminated ballast water, 
uncontaminated bilge water, excess 
cement slurry, test fluids; and mud, 
cuttings, and cement at the ocean floor. 
Drilling muds and cuttings are the major 
pollutant source discharged from 
exploratory drilling operations. 


III. Ocean Discharge Criteria 


Section 403 of the Act requires that an 
NPDES permit for a discharge into ocean 
waters be issued in compliance with 
EPA's guidelines for determining the 
degradation of marine waters. The final 
403(c) Ocean Discharge Criteria 
guidelines published on October 3, 1980 
(45 FR 65952), set forth specific criteria 
for a determination of unreasonable 
degradation that must be addressed 
prior to the issuance of an NPDES 
permit. The Ocean Discharge Criteria 
determinations, which evaluate the 
application of these criteria to the 
discharges covered by the proposed 
general permits, are contained in the 


29051 


administrative records for the draft 
permits. 

The Regional Administrator has 
concluded that oil and gas facilities 
operating under the effluent limitations 
and conditions in these general NPDES 
permits will not cause unreasonable 
degradation of the marine environment 
pursuant to the Ocean Discharge 
Criteria guidelines. 

Principal concerns center around the 
environmental fate and effects of 
drilling muds in the marine environment. 
The Agency has prepared an extensive 
analysis (available in the administrative 
records) of the available information on 
the environmental fate and effects of 
drilling muds and cuttings discharged 
from oil and gas facilities. In general, 
drilling muds exhibit low toxicity. 
Available data indicate that EPA- 
approved muds, after dilution and 
dispersion beyond the mixing zone, will 
not have a significant adverse effect on 
marine organisms. Furthermore, 
discharges from exploratory drilling 
operations will be intermittent and 
limited to a relatively small number of 
sites. 

Two areas covered under the BF 
general permit, involving discharges to 
shallow water (from the 2 m to the 5m 
isobath) and to the Stefansson Sound 
Boulder Patch, are of particular concern. 
EPA has determined that controlled 
discharges of EPA approved muds to 
these areas will not cause unreasonable 
degradation of the marine environment. 
Monitoring is required to verify that the 
continued discharge of effluents to these 
areas will not produce conditions in the 
future that would lead to unreasonable 
degradation. : 


IV. Conditions in the Draft General 
NPDES Permit 


A. Geographic Area of the Proposed 
General Permits 


1. Beaufort Sea. The areas covered by 
the Beaufort Sea general NPDES permit 
include all of the tracts in the 1979 joint 
Federal/State Lease Sale BF for 
Beaufort Sea (both Federal and State 
waters). These tracts are shallow water 
coastal areas that are mostly enclosed 
by barrier islands. Nearly all of the 
permit area lies within the 20 m isobath. 

2. Norton Sound. The areas covered 
by the Norton Sound general NPDES 
permit include all tracts in OCS Lease 
Sale 57 seaward of the territorial seas of 
the State of Alaska (Federal waters 
only). These areas are located about 14 
to 100 km offshore in water depths 
ranging from 5 to 27 m (average depth 
18 m). 





B. Technology-Based Effluent 
Limitations 


These permits reflect BPT effluent 
limitations for the Offshore Subcategory 
(40 CFR Part 435). All permits effective 
or issued after July 1, 1984, are required 
by section 301(b)(2) of the Act to contain 
effluent limitations representing “Best 
Available Technology Economically 
Achievable” (BAT) for all categories 
and classes of point sources. Since BAT 
limitations have not been established, 
these draft permits have an expiration 
date of June 30, 1984, to comply with the 
statute. 

BPT guidelines require a ‘no 
discharge of free oil" limitation for 
discharges associaied with exploratory 
drilling operations. This limitation 
requires that a discharge shall not cause 
a film or sheen upon or a discoloration 
on the surface of the water or adjoining 
shorelines or cause a sludge or emulsion 
to be deposited beneath the surface of 
the water or upon adjoining shorelines 
{40 CFR Part 435). 

EPA is specifically requesting 
comments on a proposal to supplement 
the BPT limitation of “no discharge of 
free oil” with a laboratory sheen test 
requirement. Use of the laboratory 
sheen test should enhance the 
monitoring capabilities and provide for 
the detection of free-oil mere accurately 
than by visual observation in Alaskan 
waters. The protocol for the laboratory 
sheen test is in part derived from the 
Environmental Protection Series EPA- 
R2-72-039, “The Appearance and 
Visibility of Thin Oil Films on Water.” 

As an alternative to the laboratory 
sheen test, EPA is considering the 
establishment of numeric limits on the 
concentration of oil and grease. These 
limits could be based on the following 
two different types of measurements: (1) 
Oil and grease in the liquid phase (from 
elutriate tests which separate 
particulates from the rest of the 
effluent), or (2) total extractable oil and 
grease, which includes measurement of 
oil and grease bound to particulates in 
the effluent. 

A substantial fraction of the total oil 
and grease discharged with drilling 
fluids will be bound to drilling fluid 
particulates. Although elutriate tests will 
not measure this bound fraction, they 
can be useful in addressing water 
column effects. Elutriate tests may not, 
however, provide adequate information 
for addressing the effects on benthic 
communities of an effluent containing 
particulate-bound oil and grease. 

The Agency is requesting comments 
on 4 data relevant to the following: (1) Is 
a numeric limit based solely on the 
elutriate test adequate for the protection 


of benthic communities? If so, what 
numeric limit should be imposed? 
Suggested numeric limits on the 
concentration of oil and grease in such 
effluents range from 10 to 72 mg/1; or (2) 
Should a numeric limit on the 
concentration of total extractable oil 
and grease be imposed (to identify oil 
and grease bound to particulates)? 
Should such a numeric limit replace or 
supplement an elutriate test? What 
numeric limit should be placed on total 
extractable oil and grease? A limit of 
2,200 ppm has been proposed on the 
basis of a maximum value obtained for 
total extractable oil and grease 
concentration in an EPA epproved 
drilling fluid. 

The BPT limitation for sanitary waste 
requires that the concentration of 
chlorine be maintained as close to 1 mg/ 
1 as possible in sanitary waste 
discharges from oil and gas facilities 
housing ten or more persons. 
Additionally, these general permits 
provide that any exploratory drilling 
vesse! using an approved marine 
sanitation device that complies with 
Section 312 of the Act shal! be in 
compliance with the final permit [40 
CFR 140{2)]. 


C. Other Discharge Limitations 


In addition to the BPT effluent 
limitations, the permits include other 
conditions which limit the discharge of 
toxic substances such as dispersants, 
surfactants, and detergents, and 
particular additives and heavy metals in 
drilling muds. These general permits do 
not allow the discharge of any 
constituent 'in concentrations which 
exceed applicable marine water quality 
criteria (45 FR 79318) after allowance for 
initial mixing (40 CFR 227.29}. 

The BF general permit contains the 
following operating conditions: (1) In 
water deeper than 5 m, the discharge of 
drilling muds and cuttings is allowed 
with flow limitations and predilution 
requirements but without field 
monitoring requirements (except for the 
bolder patch), (2) from water depths of 2 
to 5 m, the dischagre of muds and 
cuttings is allowed with flow limitations, 
predilution and field monitoring 
requirements, and (3) from the mainland 
shoreline to water depths of 2 m, the 
discharge of muds and cuttings is 
prohibited during open water periods. 

EPA is confronted with a lack of data 
on discharges of drilling muds to the 
shallow areas (0 to 2 m depths). The 
application of technical models is 
limited at these depths. Available data 
indicate that dilution and dispersion 
would generally be limited due to the 
small amount of tidal action and would 
depend mostly on periodic strong winds 
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and storms. Thus, there is a significant 
potential for accumulation of drilling 
fluids in these areas. The shoreline 
waters of the Beaufort Sea 0 to 2 m deep 
provide important feeding and migratory 
habitat for a large number of species. 
Therefore, EPA cannot conclude that the 
discharge of muds and cuttings to these 
shallow receiving waters would not 
cause irreparable harm to the 
environment. EPA invites data and 
information from the public on the 
dispersion of muds and cuttings in this 
zone. 

Regarding these shallow water 
discharge restrictions, EPA invites 
comments from: (1) resource agencies on 
the existence, susceptibility and 
significance of shallow water resources, 
(2) local governments on the location 
and significance of commercial and 
subsistence resources, (3) industry on 
alternatives for muds and cuttings 
discharge, including land disposal, and 
(4) other interested parties on any of the 
above issues. 

The general permits contain effluent 
limitations or the predilution of drilling 
muds and cuttings and for the rate of 
discharge. The predilution requirement 
applies to all muds and cuttings 
discharges to water deeper than 2 m in 
the Beaufort Sea area. For the Norton 
Sound area predilution is only required 
for discharges in less than 20 m of water 
during the summer or for discharges 
which cannot be made onto stable ice in 
the winter. These limitations are 
designed to provide adequate dilution 
and dispersion of the wastes, based on 
previous field studies, and to protect 
water quality and aquatic resources. 


E. Monitoring and Enforcement 


These general permits require 
dischargers to report monthly on: (1) the 
daily maximum and monthly average 
flow of muds and cuttings discharge, (2) 
the daily results of the laboratory sheen 
test, and (3) the cholorine in sanitary 
waste discharges. Monthly flow rate 
estimates are required for deck drainage 
and sanitary and domestic wastes. The 
permittee must maintain a chemical 
inventory of all constituents added 
downhole and their volume. Other 
reports are required for the emergency 
use of non-approved drilling muds. 

Field monitoring will be required in 
the BF area to assess the fate, effects, 
and presistence of drilling muds in 
shallow water (from 2 to 5 m) and in the 
boulder patch. Monitoring is to ensure 
that the continued discharge of effluents 
will not cause adverse accumulation or 
environmental impacts in these areas. 
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F. Oil Spill Requirements 


Section 311 of the Act prohibits the 
discharge of oil and hazardous materials 
in harmful quantities. Routine 
discharges specifically controlled by 
these permits are excluded from the 
provisions of section 311. However, 
these permits do not preclude the 
institution of legal action or relieve the 
permittee from any responsibilities, 
liabilities, or penalties for other 
unauthorized discharges of toxic 
pollutants which are covered by section 

- 311 of the Act. 


V. Other Legal Requirements 
A. The Endangered Species Act 


Based on information provided by the 
EIS prepared for each of the lease sale 
areas by the Bureau of Land 
Management, EPA has concluded that 
the discharges authorized by these 
general permits will neither jeopardize 
the continued existence of any 
endangered or threatened species nor 
adversely affect its critical habitat. 
Federal restrictions on drilling, as 
stipulated by MMS for the BF lease sale 
area, apply during the approximately 
two-month period in the fall when 
bowhead whales are present. The State 
of Alaska has imposed drilling 
restrictions in this lease area, which 
apply during the bowhead whale 
migration season and during periods of 
broken ice. 

EPA will issue these permits subject 
to concurrence from NMFS and FWS 
and will initiate consultation should 
new information reveal impacts not 
previously considered, should the 
activities be modified in a manner 
beyund the scope of the original opinion, 
or should the activities affect'a newly 
listed species. 


B. The Coastal Zone Management Act 
(CZMA) 


EPA has determined that the activities 
allowed by these general permits are 
consistent with the Alaska Coastal Zone 
Management Plan. The proposed 
permits and consistency certification 
will be submitted to the State of Alaska 
for State interagency review at the time 
of public notice issuance. The 
requirements for State Coastal Zone 
Management review and approval must 
be satisfied before general permits may 
be issued. 


C. Marine Protection, Research and 
Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) 


No marine sanctuaries exist in the 
vicinity of the permit area. 


D. State Certification 


Since State waters are involved in the 
Beaufort Sea general permit, section 401 
provisions of the Act must be satisfied 
before this permit is issued. 


E. Economic Impact 


EPA has reviewed the effect of 
Executive Order 12291 on this draft 
general permit and has determined that 
it is not a major rule under that order. 
This regulation was submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget for 
review as required by Executive Order 
12291. Any comments from OMB to EPA 
and any EPA responses to those 
comments are available in the 
administrative record. 


F. Paperwork Reduction Act 


EPA has reviewed the requirements 
imposed on regulated facilities in this 
draft general NPDES permit under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 44 
U.S.C. 3501 et. seg. The information 
collection and notification requirements 
of these permits have already been 
approved by the Office of Management 
and Budget under submissions made for 
the NPDES permit program under the 
provisions of the Act. The final general 
permits will explain how the 
information collection requirements 
respond to any OMB or public 
comments. 


G. The Regulatory Flexibility Act 


After review of the facts presented in 
the notice of intent printed above, I 
hereby certify, pursuant to the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 605(b), that these 
general permits will not have a 
significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. Moreover, they 
significantly reduce the administrative 
burden on regulated sources. 

Dated: June 16, 1983. 

L. Edwin Coate, 

Acting Regional Administrator, Region 10. 
[FR Doc. 83-17029 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560-60-M 


[ORD-FRL 2388-6] 


Acidic Deposition Phenomenon and Its 
Effects; Critical Assessment Review 
Papers 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
Action: Availability of Public Review 


Draft and Change of Comment Period. 


sumMARY: The notice announces the 
availability of The Acidic Deposition 
Phenomenon and Its Effects: Critical 
Assessment Review Papers, public 
review draft. This notice also announces 


29053 


that the EPA is changing the comment 
period on the public review draft to 45 
days. A 90-day comment period had 
previously been anticipated (48 FR 
22790). 

DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before 5:00 p.m., Monday, August 8, 
1983. Information concerning procedures 
for submitting comments is found on the 
final pages of the public review drafts. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
public review draft of The Acidic 
Deposition Phenomenon and Its Effects: 
Critical Assessment Review Papers is 
now available. Requests for copies of 


. the draft should be made as prescribed 


in 48 FR 22790. The EPA is asking for 
comments on this document within the 
next 45 days. The EPA recognizes the 
difficulties that meeting this short 
deadline entails but has chosen this date 
because of an ongoing assessment of the 
acid deposition issue in response to a 
request of the President. Because this 
document may play a role in the 
Environmental Protection Agency's 
assessment, public comments at the 
earliest possible time are needed. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Betsy A. Hood, CAD Coordinator, 
1509 Varsity Drive, Raleigh, North 
Carolina 27606. Telephone: (919) 737- 
3520. 


Dated: June 20, 1983. 
Courtney Riordan, 


Acting Assistant Administrator for Research 
and Development. 


[FR Doc. 83-17044 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


a 


[OPTS-59125B/59126A; TSH-FRI 2388-2] 
Certain Chemicals; Approval of Test 
Marketing Exemption 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice announces EPA’s 
approval of TM-83-52, and TM-83-53, 
two applications for test marketing 
exemptions (TME) under section 5(h)(6) 
of the Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA). The test marketing conditions 
are described below. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: June 14, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Theodore C. Jones, Acting Chief, Notice 
Review Branch, Chemical Control 
Division (TS-794), Office of Toxic 
Substances, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Rm. E-204, 401 M St. SW., 
Washington, DC. 20460, (202-382-3725). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
5(h)(1) of TSCA authorizes EPA to 





exempt persons from premanufacture 
notification (PMN) requirements and to 
permit them to manufacture or import 
new chemical substances for test 
marketing purposes if the Agency finds 
that the manufacture, processing, 
distribution in commerce, use and 
disposal of the substances for test 
marketing purposes will not present any 
unreasonable risk of injury to health or 
the environment. EPA may impose 
restriction on test marketing activities. 

EPA has determined that test 
marketing of the new chemical 
substances described below, under the 
conditions set out in the applications, 
and for the time periods specified below, 
will not present any unreasonable risk 
of injury to health or the environment. 
Production volume, number of workers 
exposed to the new chemical, and the 
levels and duration of exposure must 
not exceed that specified in the 
applications. All other conditions 
described in the applications must be 
met. The following additional 
restrictions apply: 

1. If the substance is shipped, the 
applicant must maintain records of the 
date(s) of shipment(s} to each customer 
and the quantities supplied in each 
shipment, and must make these records 
available to EPA upon request. 

2. A bill of lading accompanying each 
shipment must state that use of the 
substance is restricted to that approved 
in the TME. 

TME 83-52 

Date of Receipt: May 5, 1983. 

Notice of Receipt: May 13, 1983 (48 FR 
21646}. 

Applicant: PPG Industries, Inc. 

Chemical: Aromatic carbonate 
(Generic). 

Use: Monomer to produce cured 
thermoset articles. 

Production Volume: 4000 ibs. 

Number of Customers: 9. 

Worker Exposure: Manufacture: 2 
workers, 30 minutes/day for up to 45 
days. Processing: 18 workers, 8 hours/ 
day for 2 days. 

Test Marketing Period: 6 months. 

Commencing on: June 14, 1983. 

Risk Assessment: EPA identified 
certain health and environmental effect 
concerns for the TME substance. 
However, the submitter has stated in the 
application that various control 
measures will be taken to mitigate those 
concerns. Since the conditions in the 
application are binding, the Agency 
finds that, once they are met, the TME 
substances will not present an 
unreasonable risk to health or the 
environment during test marketing. 
TME 83-53 


Date of Receipt: May 10, 1983. 


Notice of Receipt: May 20, 1983 (48 FR 
22792). 

Applicant: Confidential. 

Chemical: Dimer fatty acids, 
monocarboxylic acid, and polyamines 
polymer, modified with an acrylic acid 
copolymer (Generic). 

Use: Solvent-based flexographic 
printing inks. 

Production Volume: Confidential. 

Worker Exposure: Potential exposure 
will be via inhalation. At the 
manufactuing site, a maximum of 2 
workers will be potentially exposed for 
1 hour/day for one day. Exposure to 
workers during processing and use was 
not reasonably ascertainable by the 
submitter. 

Test Marketing Period: Through 1983. 

Commencing on: June 14, 1983. 

Risk Assessment: The Agency 
identified no significant potential health 
or environmental effects of concern. 
Human exposure and environmental 
release during manufacture, processing, 
and use, under the conditions specified 
in the application are expected to be 
low. Therefore, the Agency finds that 
the TME substance will not present an 
unreasonable risk to health or the 
environment during test marketing 
under the conditions specified in the 
application. 

Public Comments: None. 

The Agency reserves the right to 
rescind approval of an exemption 
should any new information come to its 
attention which casts significant doubt 
on its finding that the test marketing 
activities will not present an 
unreasonable risk to health or the 
environment. 


Dated: June 14, 1983. 
Marcia Williams, 
Acting Director, Office of Toxic Substances. 
{FR Doc. 83-17035 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


[OPTS-51472; TBH-FRL 2388-1] 
Certain Chemicals; Premanufacture 
Notices 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Section 5(a)(1) of the Toxic 


Substances Control Act (TSCA) requires 
any person who intends to manufacture 
or import a new chemical substance to 
submit a premanufacture notice (PMN) 
to EPA at least 90 days before 
manufacture or import commences. 
Statutory requirements for section 
5(a)(1) premanufacture notices are 
discussed in EPA statements of interim 
policy published in the Federal Register 
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Of May 15, 1979 (44 FR 28558) and 
November 7, 1980 (45 FR 74378). This 
notice announces receipt of fifteen 
PMNs and provides a summary of each.. 
DATES: Close of Review Period: 


PMN 83-825, 83-826 and 83-827— 
September 7, 1983. 

PMN 83-828, 83-829, 83-830, 83-831, 83- 
832, 83-833, 83-834 and 83-835— 
September 11, 1983. 

PMN 83-838, 83-837 and 83-838— 
September 12, 1983. 

PMN 83-839—September 13, 1983. 


Written comments by: 


PMN 83-825, 83-826 and 83-827—August 
8, 1983. 

PMN 83-828, 83-829, 83-830, 83-831, 83— 
832, 83-833, 83-834 and 83-835— 
August 12, 1983. 

PMN 83-836, 83-837 and 83-838—August 
13, 1983. 

PMN 83-839—August 14, 1983. 

ADDRESS: Written comments, identified 

by the document control number 

“{OPTS-51472]” and the specific PMN 

number should be sent to: Document 

Control Officer (TS—793), Office of Toxic 

Substances, Office of Pesticides and 

Toxic Substances, Environmental 

Protection Agency, Rm. E-409, 401 M St., 

SW., Washington, DC 20460, (202-382- 

3532). 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Theodore Jones, Acting Chief, Notice 
Review Branch, Chemical Control 
Division (TS—794), Office of Toxic 
Substances, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Rm. E-216, 401 M St., SW., 
Washington, DC 20460, (202-382-3729). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
following notice contains information 
extracted from the non-confidential 
version of the submission provided by 
the manufacturer on the PMNs received 
by EPA. The complete non-confidential 
document is available in the Public 
Reading Room E-107. 


PMN 83-825 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Disubstituted 
pyridinium bromide. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: 100—1,000 kg/yr. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture and 
processing: dermal and inhalation, a 
total of 76 workers, up to 24 hrs/da, up 
to 250 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Less than 10 kg/yr released to air and 
land with less than 10-100 kg/yr to 
water. Disposal by publicly owned 
treatment works (POTW), approved 
landfill or for treatment or recovery. 
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PMN 83-826 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Disubstituted 
pyridinium bromide. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: 100-1,000 kg/yr. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture and 
processing: dermal and inhalation, a 
total of 76 workers, up to 24 hrs/da, up 
to 250 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Less than 10 kg/yr released to air and 
land with less than 10-100 kg/yr to 
water. Disposal by POTW, biological 
treatment system and approved landfill 
or for treatment or recovery. 


PMN 83-827 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Disubstituted 
pyridinium bromide. 

Use/Production. Confidentia!. Prod. 
range: 100—1,000 kg/yr. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture and 
processing: dermal and inhaiation, a 
total of 76 workers, up to 24 hrs/da, up 
to 250 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Less than 10 kg/yr released to air and 
land with less than 10-100 kg/yr to 
water. Disposal by POTW, approved 
landfill or for treatment or recovery. 


PMN 83-828 


Manufacturer. Andrews Paper and 
Chemical Company, Inc.Confidential. 


Chemical. (G) Aliphatic sulfonate salt. 


Use/Production. (S) Diazo 
reproduction paper for industrial and 
commercial use. Prod. range: 1,000— 
10,000 kg/yr. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture and 
processing: accidental dermal, a total of 
21 workers, up to 1 hrs/da, up to 100 da/ 
yr 


Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Less than 10 kg/yr released to water. 
Disposal by waste disposal companies. 


PMN 83-829 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Bis{azo) substituted 
naphthalenedisulfonic acid, alkali metal 
salt. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture: a total of 3 
workers, up to 8 hrs per worker per 
batch. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. Disposal by waste water 
treatment plant. 


PMN 83-830 
Manufacturer. Confidential. 


Chemical. (G) Arylazo disubstituted 
a acid, alkali metal 
salt. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Manufacture: a total of 3 
workers, up to 4 hrs per worker per 
batch. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. No 
release. Disposal by waste water 
treatment plant. 


PMN 83-831 


Importer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Disazo solvent red dye. 

Use/Import. (S) Industrial coloring 
engine fuels containing tetraethy! lead. 
Import range: 4,545—13,636 kg/yr. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: > 5,000 
mg/kg; LCs, 96 hr (Minnow)—10-100 
mg/l; ECso, 24 hr (Daphnia magna) — > 
500 mg/1; Skin sensitization: Negative. 

Exposure. No exposure. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Less than 10 kg/yr released to air, water 
and land. Disposal by incineration. 


PMN 83-832 


Importer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Prepolymerized 
halogenated magnesium, zirconium, 
aluminum oxo-titanate. 

Use/Import. (S) Catalyst. Import 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data on the PMN 
substance submitted. 

Exposure. Use: dermal, a total of 1 
worker, up to 1 hr/da, up to 100 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 10- 
100 kg/yr released to water. Disposal by 
incineration and appropriate waste 
water system. 


PMN 83-833 


Manufacturer. E. I. du Pont de 
Nemours and Company, Inc. 

Chemical. (G) Coconut oil epoxy 
polymer. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 
Exposure. Manufacture: dermal, 2 
persons/shift, 8 hrs/shift, 3 shifts/day, 

up to 193 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Release to land. Disposal by 
incineration, approved landfill or 
recovery. 


PMN 83-834 


Manufacturer. E: I. du Pont de 
Nemours & Company, Inc. 

Chemical. (G) Coconut oil alkyd. 

Use/Production. Confidential. Prod. 
range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 
Exposure. Manufacture: dermal, 2 
persons/shift, 8 hrs/shift, 3 shifts/day, 

up to 67 da/yr. 


Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Release to land. Disposal by 
incineration, approved landfill or 
recovery. 


PMN 83-835 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Substituted benzoate 
salt. 

Use/Production. (G) Dilute polymer 
mixture. Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: > 5 g/kg: 
Acute dermal: > 5 g/kg. 

Exposure. Manufacture and use: 
dermal and ocular, a total of 6 workers, 
up to 24 hrs/da, up to 30 da/yr. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Confidential. Disposal by biological 
treatment system and approved landfill. 


PMN 83-836 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Aliphatic esters. 

Use/Production. (G) Industrial 
coating. Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Confidential. - 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Confidential. 


PMN 83-837 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Barium salts of 
aliphatic esters. 

Use/Production. (G) Industrial 
coating. Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Confidential. Disposal by approved 
landfill. 


PMN 83-838 


Manufacturer. Confidential. 

Chemical. (G) Calcium salts of 
aliphatic esters. 

Use/Production. (G) Industrial 
coatings. Prod. range: Confidential. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Confidential. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Confidential. 


PMN 83-839 


Importer. Ilford, Incorporated. 

Chemical. (S) 4-Nitrophenol-2-sulfonic 
acid, disodium salt. 

Use/Import. (S) Oxidizing agent in 
photographic processing solutions. 

Toxicity Data. No data submitted. 

Exposure. Processing: a total of 2-4 
users. 

Environmental Release/Disposal. 
Disposal by public and private sanitary 
waste water treatment facilities. 





Dated: June 20, 1983. 
Ronald A. Stanley, 
Acting Director, Management Support 
Division. 
[FR Doc. 83—17038 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50- 


[OPP-00166; PH-FRL 2388-3] 


State FIFRA Issues Research and 
Evaluation Group (SFIREG); Open 
Meetings 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 


sumMaARY: There will be a two-day 
meeting of the State FIFRA Issues 
Research and Evaluation Group 
(SFIREG). The meeting will be open to 
the public. 

DATE: Wednesday, July 13, and 
Thursday, July 14, 1983, beginning at 8:30 
a.m. on July 13 and ending prior to 12 
noon on July 14. 


ADDRESS: The meeting will be held at: 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Waterside Mall, Rm. M-3906-3908, 401 
M St., SW., Washington, D.C. 20460. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Philip H. Gray, Jr., Office of Pesticide 
Programs (TS—766C), Environmental 
Protection Agency, Rm. 1115B, CM #2, 
1921 Jefferson Davis Highway, 
Arlington, VA 22202, (703-557-7096). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This will 
be the fifteenth meeting of the full 
Group. The tentative agenda thus far 
includes the folowing topics: 

1. Action items from the March 1983 
meeting of the SFIREG. 

2. Regional reports. 

3. Working Committee reports. 

4. Other topics which may arise. 


Dated: June 16, 1983. 
Edwin L. Johnson, 
Director, Office of Pesticide Programs. 
[FR Doc. 83-17038 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


{ER-FRL-2375-6] 


Availability of Environmental impact 
Statements Filed May 23 Through May 
27, 1983 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 83-14991 appearing on 
page 25270 in the issue of Monday, June 
6, 1983, make the following corrections: 

1. In the first column under US Army 
Corps of Engineers, in EIS No. 830277, 
third line, the date “July 28, 1983” should 
read “July 18, 1983”. 

2. Also under US Army Corps of 
Engineers, in EIS No. 830285, third line, 


the county name “Teham” should read 
“Tehama”. 

3. Under Department of 
Transportation, in EIS No. 830280, third 
line, the date “July 7, 1983” should read 
“July 18, 1983”. 

BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 


[ER-FRL-2388-8] 


Availability of Environmental impact 
Statements Fiied June 13 Through 
June 17, 1983 Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 
1506.9 


RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Office of Federal 
Activities, general information (202) 
382-5075 or 382-5076. 


Corps of Engineers: 

EIS No. 830324, Draft, COE, SEV, NY, NJ, 
Ramapo and Mahwah Rivers Flood 
Control Plan, Due: Aug. 8, 1983. 

EIS No. 830326, Draft, COE, VA, 
Portsmouth Coal Terminal Construction, 
Permit, Due: Aug. 8, 1983. 

EIS No. 830318, Final, COE, NC, Bogue Inlet 
Navigation Improvements, Onslow and 
Carteret Counties, Due: July 25, 1983. 

EIS No. 830316, D Suppl, COE, SC, Bushy 
Park Reservoir Protection, Cooper River, 
Berkeley County, Due: Aug. 8, 1983. 

EIS No. 830325, D Suppl, COE, IL, Moline 
Local Flood Protection Project, Rock 
Island County, Due: Aug. 8, 1983. 

Department of the Interior: 

EIS No. 830322, Draft, BLM, WY, Adobe 
Town and Ferris Mtns. WSAs, 
Designation, Sweetwater/Carbon 
Counties, Due: Sept. 23, 1983. 

EIS No. 830287, Draft, BLM, NV, Shoshone- 
Eureka Resource Area, Resource Mgmt., 
Lander/Eureka/Nye Counties, Due: Sept. 
21, 1983. 

EIS No. 830317, Final, BLM, CO, Glenwood 
Springs Resource Area, Resource 
Management Plan, Due: July 25, 1983. 

EIS No. 830327, Draft, IBR, UT, Diamond 
Fork Power System, Central Utah 
Project, Utah and Wasatch Counties, 
Due: Aug. 16, 1983. 

EIS No. 830320, Final, IBR, MT, 
Yellowstone River Diversion Project, 
Right-of-Way Permits, Dawson County, 
Due: July 25, 1983. 

EIS No. 830328, Draft, MMS, AK, 1984 
Navarin Basin OCS Oil and Gas Sale, 
Leasing, Bering Sea, Due: Aug. 8, 1983. 

EIS No. 830329, Draft, MMS, MA, ATL 1984 
North Atlantic OCS Oil & Gas Sale, 
Leasing, Atlantic Ocean, Due: Aug. 9, 
1983. 

EIS No. 830330, Draft, MMS, CA, PAC 1984 
Southern California OCS Oil/Gas Sale, 
Leasing, Pacific Ocean Due: Aug. 8, 1983. 

Department of Transportation: 

EIS No. 830319, Final, FHW, FL, FL-820/ 
Hollywood Blvd. Upgrading, I-75 to FL~7 
(US 441), Broward County, Due: July 25, 
1983. 

Department of Defense. Army: 

EIS No. 830321, Final, USA, GA, Fort 
Benning Ongoing Siting and Mission 
Activities, Due: July 25, 1983. 

Department of Agriculture: 
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EIS No. 830323, D Suppl, REA, SEV, CO NM 
Rifle-San Juan 345 kV Trans. Line/ 
Associated Facilities, Grant County, Due: 
Aug. 8, 1983. 

Dated: June 21, 1983. 

Pasquale A. Alberico, 

Acting Director, Office of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. 83-17075 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560-50-™ 


FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 


[FEMA-683-DR] 


Mississippi; Amendment To Major- 
Disaster Declaration 


AGENCY: Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice amends the 
Notice of a major disaster for the State 
of Mississippi (FEMA-683-DR), dated 
June 1, 1983, and related determinations. 
DATED: June 20, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Sewall HLE. Johnson, Disaster 
Assistance Programs, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 20472 (202) 287-0501. 


Notice: The notice of a major disaster 
for the State of Mississippi dated June 1, 
1983, is hereby amended to include the 
following area among those areas 
determined to have been adversely 
affected by the catastrophe declared a 
major disaster by the President in his 
declaration of June 1, 1983. 


Washington Country for Public Assistance. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No. 
83.516, Disaster Assistance) 


Dave McLoughlin, . 

Deputy Associate Director, State and Local 
Programs and Support, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 

[FR Doc. 83-17053 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6718-02-M 


[FEMA-683-DR] 


Mississippi; Amendment to Notice of 
Major-Disaster Declaration 


AGENCY: Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice amends the 
Notice of a major disaster for the State 
of Mississippi (FEMA-683-DR), dated 
June 1, 1983, and related determinations. 
DATED: June 16, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Sewall H.E. Johnson, Disaster 
Assistance Programs, Federal 
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Emergency Management Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 20472 (202) 287-0501. 

Notice: The notice of a major disaster 
for the State of Mississippi dated June 1, 
1983, is hereby amended to include the 
following areas among those areas 
determined to have been adversely 
affected by the catastrophe declared a 
major disaster by the President in his 
declaration of June 1, 1983. 

Issaquena, Leflore and Lowndes Counties 
for Individual Assistance. 

Claiborne, Sharkey, Tallahatchie and 
Yazoo Counties as adjacent counties for 
Individual Assistance. 


(Catalog of Federal domestic Assistance No. 
83.516, Disaster Assistance) 


Dave McLoughlin, 

Deputy Associate Director State and Local 
Programs and Support Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 

{FR Doc. 83-17046 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6718-01-M 


[FEMA-680-DR} 


Utah, Amendment to Major-Disaster 
Declaration 


AGENCY: Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice amends the 
Notice of a major disaster for the State 
of Utah (FEMA-680-DR), dated April 30, 
1983, and related determinations. 


DATED: June 20, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Sewall H. E. Johnson, Disaster 
Assistance Programs, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 20472 (202) 287-0501. 


Notice: The notice of a major disaster 
for the State of Utah dated April 30, 
1983, is hereby amended to include the 
following areas among those areas 
determined to have been adversely 
affected by the catastrophe declared a 
major disaster by the President in his 
declaration of April 30, 1983. 


Garfield, Piute, Summit, Box Elder and 
Weber Counties for Public Assistance. 

Weber and Sevier Counties for Individual 
Assistance. 

Morgan, Millard and Wasatch Counties as 
adjacent counties for Individual Assistance. 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No. 
83.516, Disaster Assistance) 

Dave McLoughlin, 


Deputy Associate Director, State and Local 
Programs and Support, Federa/ Emergency 
Management Agency. 

(FR Doc. 83-17052 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6718-02-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


Boatmen’s Bancshares, Inc.; 
Acquisition of Bank Shares by a Bank 
Holding Company 


Boatmen's Bancshares, Inc., St. Louis, 
Missouri, has applied for the Board's 
approval under section 3(a)(3) of the 
Bank Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1842(a)(3}) to acquire at least 80 percent 
of the voting shares of Metro 
Bancholding Corporation, Crestwood, 
Missouri and thereby acquire an indirect 
interest in the subsidiary banks, Metro 
Bank/Clayton, MetroBank/Southwest 
County, and MetroBank/St. Louis. The 
factors that are considered in acting on 
the application are set forth section in 
3(c) of the Act (12 U.S.C. 1842(c)). 

Boatmen’s Bancshare, Inc., St. Louis, 
Missouri, has also applied, pursuant to 
section 4(c)(8) of the Bank Holding 
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1843{c)(8)) and 
§ 225.4(b)(2) of the Board’s Regulation Y 
(12 CFR 225.4(b)(2)), for permission to 
acquire indirectly the voting shares of 
Metro Trust Company, Clayton, 
Missouri. 

Applicant states that the proposed 
subsidiary would perform fiduciary, 
agency and custodial services to 
individuals, corporations and 
governmental entities. These activities 
would be performed from offices of the 
proposed indirect subsidiary in Clayton, 
Missouri, and the geographic area to be 
served is the St. Louis banking market. 
Such activities have been specified by 
the Board in § 225.4(a) of Regulation Y 
as permissible for bank holding 
companies, subject to Board approval of 
individual proposals in accordance with 
the procedures of § 225.4{b). 

Interested persons may express their 
views on the question whether 
consummation of the proposal can 
“reasonably be expected to produce 
benefits to the public, such as greater 
convenience, increased competition, or 
gains in efficiency, that outweigh 
possible adverse effects, such as undue 
concentration of resources, decreased or 
unfair competition, conflicts of interests, 
or unsound banking practices.” Any 
request for a hearing on this question 
must be accompanied by a statement of 
the reasons a written presentation 
would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the 
evidence that would be presented at a 
hearing, and indicating how the party 
commenting would be aggrieved by 
approval of the proposal. 

The application may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. 

Any views or requests for hearing 
should be submitted in writing and 
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received by the Secretary, Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, Washington, D.C., not later than 
July 20, 1983. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, June 21, 1983. 
James McAfee, 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 
{FR Doc. 83-17054 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-02-M 


Acquisition of Bank Sheres by Bank 
Holding Companies; FirstBank Holding 
Co., et al. 


The companies listed in this notice 
have applied for the Board’s approval 
under section 3(a)(3) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1842(a)(3)) to acquire voting shares or 
assets of a bank. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the applications 
are set forth in section 3{c) of the Act (12 
U.S.C. 1842{c)). 

Each application may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors, or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated 
for that application. With respect to 
each application, interested persons 
may express their views in writing to the 
address indicated for that application. 
Any comment on an application that 
requests a hearing must include a 
statement of why a written presentation 
would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute and summarizing 
the evidence that would be presented at 
a hearing. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas 
City (Thomas M. Hoenig, Vice President) 
925 Grand Avenue, Kansas City, 
Missouri 64198: 

1. FirstBank Holding Company and 
FirstBank Holding Company of 
Colorado, both of Lakewood, Colorado; 
to acquire 100 percent of the voting 
shares or assets of FirstBank at County 
Line Road/Holly, N.A. Arapahoe 
County, Colorado, a de novo bank. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than July 20, 1983. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas 
(Anthony J. Montelaro, Vice President) 
400 South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 
75222: 

1. American Southwest Bancshares, 
Inc., El Paso, Texas; to acquire 100 
percent of the voting shares or assets of 
American Bank of Commerce East, N.A., 
El Paso, Texas. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than July 20, 1983. 

C. Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Franciso (Harry W. Gree, Vice President 
400 Sansome Street, San Francico, 
California 94120: 





1. Wshington Indpendent Bancshares, 
Inc., Olympia, Washington; to acquire 
100 percent of the voting shares of the 
successor by merger to Harbor Security 
Bank, McCleary, Washington. 
Comments on this application must be 

.received not later than July 20, 1983. 


Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, June 20, 1983. 
James McAfee, 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 83-17055 Filed 6-23 83; 8:845 am| 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Formation of Bank Holding 
Companies; Fort Madison Financial 
Co., et al. 


The companies listed in this notice 
have applied for the Board’s approval 
under section 3(a)(1) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1842(a)(1)) to become bank holding 
companies by acquiring voting shares or 
assets of a bank. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the applications 
are set forth in section 3{c) of the Act (12 
U.S.C. 1842{(c)). 

Each application may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors, or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated 
for that application. With respect to 
each application, interested persons 
may express their views in writing to the 
address indicated for that application. 
Any comment on an application that 
requests a hearing must include a 
statement of why a written presentation 
would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute and summarizing 
the evidence that would be presented at 
a hearing. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
(Franklin D. Dreyer, Vice President) 230 
South LaSalle Street, Chicago, Illinois 
60690: 

1. Fort Madison Financial Company, 
Fort Madison, Iowa; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring 80 
percent or more of the voting shares of 
Iowa State Bank, Fort Madison, Iowa. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than July 20, 1983. 

2. Signal Bancorp, Monticello, 
Indiana; to become a bank holding 
company by acquiring at least 80 
percent of the voting shares of State and 
Savings Bank, Monticello, Indiana. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than July 20, 1983. 

3. State Banco, Ltd., Spirit Lake, Iowa; 
to become a bank holding company by 
acquiring 80 percent of the voting shares 
of The State Bank, Spirit Lake, Iowa. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than July 20, 1983. 


4. WB Financial Corp., Wayne, 
Michigan; to become a bank holding 
company by acquiring 100 percent of the 
voting shares of Wayne Bank, Wayne, 
Michigan. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than July 8, 
1983. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas 
City (Thomas M. Hoening, Vice 
President) 925 Grand Avenue, Kansas 
City, Missouri 64198: 

1. Sand Springs Bancshares, Inc., 
Sand Springs, Oklahoma; to become a 
bank holding company by acquiring 80 
percent of the voting shares of First 
Bank and Trust Company, Sand Springs, 
Oklahoma. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than July 13, 1983. 

C. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas 
(Anthony J. Montelaro, Vice President) 
400 South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 
75222: 

1. Tallulah Bancshares, Inc., Tallulah, 
Louisiana; to become a bank holding 
company by acquiring 80 percent of the 
voting shares of Tallulah State Bank and 
Trust Comapny, Tallulah, Louisiana. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than July 20, 1983. 

2. TexFirst Bancshares, Inc., Houston, 
Texas; to become a bank holding 
company by acquiring 100 percent of the 
voting shares of the successor by merger 
to Industrial Bank, Houston, Texas, and 
Northwest Bank and Trust, Houston, 
Texas. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than July 20, 
1983. 

D. Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System (William W. Wiles, 
Secretary) Washington D.C. 20551: 

1. Korea First Bank, Seoul, Korea; to 
become a bank holding company by 
acquiring 99.84 percent of the voting 
shares of Korea First Bank of New York, 
New York. This application may be 
inspected at the offices of the Board of 
Governors or the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York. Comments on tis 
application must be received not later 
than July 20, 1983. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, June 20, 1983. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 83-17056 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Swift Financial Corporation; Proposed 
Acquisition of Swift County Insurance 
Agency, Inc. and Old Northwest 
Casualty, Inc. 


Swift Financial Corporation, Benson, 
Minnesota, has applied, pursuant to 
section 4(c)(8) of the Bank Holding 
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1843(c)(8)) and 
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225.4(b)(2) of the Board's Regulation Y 
(12 CFR 225.4(b)(2)), for permission to 
acquire voting shares of Swift County 
Insurance Agency, Inc., Benson, 
Minnesota and the assets of Old 
Northwest Casualty, Inc., d/b/a 
Chevalier Agency, Benson, Minnesota. 

Applicant states that the proposed 
subsidiary would engage in the 
activities acting as agent for the sale of 
general insurance in a community with a 
population not exceeding 5,000. These 
activities would be performed from 
offices of Applicant's subsidiary in 
Benson, Minnesota, and the geographte 
area to be served is the area within a 25 
mile radius of Benson. Such activities 
have been specified by the Board in 
§ 225.4(a) of Regulation Y as permissible 
for bank holding companies, subject to 
Board approval of individual proposals 
in accordance with the procedures of 
§ 225.4(b). 

Interested persons may express their 
views on the question whether 
consummation of the proposal can 
“reasonably be expected to produce 
benefits to the public, such as greater 
convenience, increased competition, or 
gains in efficiency, that outweigh 
possible adverse effects, such as undue 
concentration of resources, decreased or 
unfair competition, conflicts of interests, 
or unsound banking practices.” Any 
request for a hearing on this question 
must be accompanied by a statement of 
the reasons a written presentation 
would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the 
evidence that would be presented at a 
hearing, and indicating how the party 
commenting would be aggrieved by 
approval of the proposal. 

The application may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Minneapolis. 

Any person wishing to comment on 
the application should submit views in 
writing to the Reserve Bank to be 
received not later than July 20, 1983. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, June 20, 1983. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 83-17057 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Bank Holding Companies; Proposed 
de novo Nonbank Activities; Citicorp 
et al. 


The organizations identified in this 
notice have applied, pursuant to section 
4(c)(8) of the Bank Holding Company 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1843(c)(8)) and 225.4(b)(1) 
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of the Board's Regulation Y (12 CFR 
225.4(b)(1)), for permission to engage de 
novo (or continue to engage in an 
activity earlier commenced de novo), 
directly or indirectly, solely in the 
activities indicated, which have been 
determined by the Board of Governors 
to be closely related to banking. 

With respect to these applications, 
interested persons may express their 
views on the question whether 
consummation of the proposal can 
“reasonably be expected to produce 
benefits to the public, such as greater 
convenience, increased competition, or 
gains in efficiency, that outweigh 
possible adverse effects, such as undue 
concentration of resources, decreased or 
unfair competition, conflicts of interests, 
or unsound banking practices.” Any 
comment that requests a hearing must 
include a statement of the reasons a 
written presentation would not suffice in 
lieu of a hearing, identifying specifically 
any questions of fact that are in dispute, 
summarizing the evidence that would be 
presented at a hearing, and indicating 
how the party commenting would be 
aggrieved by approval of that proposal. 

The applications may be inspected at 
the offices of the Board of Governors or 
at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated. 
Comments and requests for hearing 
should identify clearly the specific 
application to which they relate, and 
should be submitted in writing and 
received by the appropriate Federal 
Reserve Bank not later than the date 
indicated. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
(A. Marshall Puckett, Vice President) 33 
Liberty Street, New York, New York 
10045: 

1. Citicorp, New York, New York 
(consumer finance activities; 
Minnesota): To expand the activities of 
three existing offices of Citicorp 
Homeowners, Inc. and three existing 
offices of Citicorp Person-to-Person 
Financial Center, Inc., to include the de 
novo sale at retail of money orders and 
travelers checks. The proposed service 
area for the new activity for each of the 
offices shall be comprised of the entire 
State of Minnesota. This activity will be 
conducted from shared locations in 
Brooklyn Center, Burnsville, and 
Minnetonka, Minnesota, serving the 
State of Minnesota. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than July 19, 1983. 

2. Deutsche Bank AG, Frankfurt, 
Federal Republic of Germany (data 
processing and bookkeeping and 
services; entire United States): To offer 
through its subsidiary, Deutsche Credit 
Corporation, data processing and 
transmission services, data bases and 
access to such services and data bases 


by any technologically feasible means 
where the data to be processed are 
financial, banking or economic, 
including, but not limited to, the 
preparation of financial management 
reports and the processing of 
information including information 
relating to accounts receivable, 
equipment securing such accounts 
receivable and commercial paper. The 
foregoing activities would be conducted 
by the Company from its main office in 
Bannockburn, Illinois, and from its 
various regional offices. At present, the 
Company has regional offices in 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Dallas, Texas; 
Atlanta, Georgia, Walnut Creek, 
California; and Libertyville, Illinois. The 
geographic area to be served will be the 
entire United States. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than July 8, 1983. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
(Franklin D. Dreyer, Vice President) 230 
South LaSalle Street, Chicago, Illinois 
60690: 

1. St. Joseph Bancorporation, Inc., 
South Bend, Indiana (mortgage lending 
activities; Texas): To engage, through a 
branch office of its subsidiary, St. 
Joseph Mortgage Co., Inc., in originating, 
acquiring, selling, and servicing of 
residential, commercial, and industrial 
mortgage loans. Such activities will be 
conducted at an office located in 
Midland, Texas. The geographic area to 
be served will be approximately a 50 
mile radius around Midland. Primary 
counties to be served by this office 
include Midland, Ector, and contiguous 
counties. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than July 13, 
1983. 

2. State Bancshares, Inc., Schaller, 
Iowa (financing activities, Schaller, 
Iowa): To engage in making or acquiring 
loans and other extensions of credit 
such as would be made by a commercial 
financial company, including 
commercial loans secured by borrower's 
assets and servicing such loans for 
others in accordance with the Board's 
Regulation Y. These activities would be 
performed from an office in Schaller, 
Iowa, serving the community of Schaller, 
Iowa. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than July 13, 
1983. 

C. Federal Reserve Bank of 
Minneapolis (Bruce J. Hedblom, Vice 
President) 250 Marquette Avenue, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55480: 

1. Norwest Corporation, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota (financing, insurance and 
travelers checks activities; Illinois): To 
continue to engage, through its 
subsidiary Norwest Financial Illinois, 
Inc. (“Norwest Financial/Illinois”), in 
the activities of consumer and sales 
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finance, in the sale of credit life, credit 
accident and health, and property and 
casualty insurance, all directly related 
to extensions of credit by said 
subsidiary, in the offering for sale and 
selling of travelers checks; and to 
engage de novo, through its Norwest 
Financial/Illinois subsidiary, in the 
activity of consumer finance. Norwest 
Financial/Ilinois engaged in consumer 
and sales finance and in the above 
credit-related insurance activities in 
Illinois at the time of its acquisition by 
Applicant, which acquisition occurred 
pursuant to a binding written contract 
entered into on or before May 1, 1982, 
thereby rendering said activities 
permissible under the terms of Section 
601(D) of the Garn-St Germain 
Depository Institutions Act of 1982. This 
application is for the relocation of an 
existing office within Galesburg, Illinois 
and requests permission to engage de 
novo in the activity of commercial 
finance from said office as related. Upon 
relocation, this office will serve 
Galesburg, Illinois and nearby 
communities. Comments on this 
application must be received not later 
than July 14, 1983. 

2. Norwest Corporation, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota (financing, insurance and 
travelers checks activities; Nevada): To 
continue to engage, through its 
subsidiaries Norwest Financial Nevada, 
Inc., Norwest Financial Nevada 1, Inc., 
and Norwest Financial Nevada 2, Inc., in 
the activities of consumer and sales 
finance, in the sale of credit life, credit 
accident and health, and property and 
casualty insurance, all directly related 
to extensions of credit by said 
subsidiaries, in the offering for sale and 
selling of travelers checks; and to 
engage de novo, through these 
subsidiaries, in the activity of consumer 
finance. Said subsidiaries engaged in 
consumer and sales finance and in the 
above credit-related insurance activities 
in Nevada at the time of their 
acquisition by Applicant, which 
acquisition occurred pursuant to a 
binding written contract entered into on 
or before May 1, 1982, thereby rendering 
said activities permissible under the 
terms of Section 601(D) of the Garn-St 
Germain Depository Institutions Act of 
1982. This application is for the 
establishnient of a de novo office in 
Sparks, Nevada and requests permission 
to engage de novo in the activity of 
commercial finance from said office. 
This office will serve Sparks, Nevada, 
other nearby communities of Reno, 
Nevada, and the City of Reno. 
Comments on this application must be 
received not later than July 14, 1983. 





D. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas 
(Anthony J. Montelaro, Vice President) 
400 South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 
75222: 

1. RepublicBank Corporation, Dallas, 
Texas (trust company activities; Texas): 
To establish three additional offices of 
its subsidiary, RepublicBank Trust 
Company, to perform activities that may 
be lawfully carried on by a trust 
company, in the manner authorized by 
federal and state law, including serving 
as trustee, providing stock transfer and 
registrar activities and providing agency 
and custodial services. These activities 
will be performed in the State of Texas 
and will be conducted from offices 
located in Harris County, San Antonio, 
and Richmond, Texas. Comments on 
this application must be received not 
later than July 20, 1983. 

E. Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco (Harry W. Green, Vice 
President) 400 Sansome Street, San 
Francisco, California 94120: 

1. BankAmerica Corporation, San 
Francisco, California (financing, 
servicing, and insurance activities; 
expansion of geographic scope; 
Arkansas, Mississippi and Tennessee): 
To continue to engage, through its four 
indirect subsidiaries, FinanceAmerica 
Credit Corporation, a Delaware 
corporation, FinanceAmerica 
Corporation, a Louisiana corporation, 
FinanceAmerica Corporation, a 
Mississippi corporation, and 
FinanceAmerica Industrial Plan Inc., a 
Mississippi corporation, in the activities 
of making or acquiring for its own 
account loans and other extensions of 
credit such as would be made or 
acquired by a finance company; 
servicing loans and other extensions of 
credit; and offering credit-related life 
insurance, credit-related accident and 
health insurance and credit-related 
property insurance. (Property insurance 
will be offered only in-Tennessee as 
permitted under Section 56-6-20 of the 
Tennessee Insurance Code. There will 
be no property insurance offered in 
either the States of Arkansas or 
Mississippi). The aforementioned types 
of credit-related insurance are 
permissible under Section 4(c){8)(A) 
and/or 4(c)(8)(D) of the Bank Holding 
Company Act of 1956, as amended by 
the Garn-St Germain Depository 
Institutions Act of 1982. Such activities 
will include, but not be limited to, 
making consumer installment loans and 
loans to businesses, purchasing 
installment sales finance contracts, 
making loans and other extensions of 
credit secured by real and personal 
property, and offering credit-related life, 
credit-related accident and health and 


credit-related property insurance. These 
activities will be conducted from three 
existing offices located in Memphis, 
Tennessee; Shreveport, Louisiana; and 
Southaven, Mississippi. Both the 
Memphis and Shreveport offices will 
each serve the additional state of 
Arkansas. The Southaven office will 
serve the entire States of Mississippi, 
Arkansas and Tennessee. Comments on 
this application must be received not 
later than July 20, 1983. 

2. Security Pacific Corporation, Los 
Angeles, California (financing, leasing 
and servicing activities; United States): 
To engage through its subsidiary, 
Security Pacific Public Finance, Inc., in 
governmental financing, leasing and 
servicing activities with respect to 
personal property and equipment and 
real property. These activities would be 
conducted from an office of Security 
Pacific Public Finance, Inc. in Los 
Angeles, California, serving the United 
States. Comments on this application 
must be received not later than July 20, 
1983. 


Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, June 20, 1983. 
James McAfee, 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 83-17058 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 


Granting of Request for Early 
Termination of the Waiting Period 
Under the Premerger Notification 
Rules; Vinton Corp. et ai. 


Section 7A of the Clayton Act, 15 
U.S.C. 18a, as added by Title II of the 
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust 
Improvements Act of 1976, requires 
persons contemplating certain mergers 
or acquisitions to give the Federal Trade 
Commission and the Assistant Attorney 
General advance notice and to wait 
designated periods before 
consummation of such plans. Section 
7A(b)(2) of the Act permits the agencies, 
in individual cases, to terminate this 
waiting period prior to its expiration and 
requires that notice of this action be 
published in the Federal Register. 

The following transactions were 
granted early termination of the waiting 
period provided by law and the 
premerger notification rules. The grants 
were made by the Federal. Trade 
Commission and the Assistant Attorney 
General for the Antitrust Division of the 
Department of Justice. Neither agency 
intends to take any action with respect 
to these proposed acquisitions during 
the applicable waiting period: 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Notices 


Transaction and Waiting Period Terminated, 
Effective: 


(1) 83-0372—The Vinton Corporation's 
proposed acquisition of voting securities of 
Oregon Portland Cement Company, June 9, 
1983. 

(2) 83-0382—Martin Marietta Corporation's 
proposed acquisition of all voting securities 
of Mathematica Incorporated, June 9, 1983. 

(3) 83-0383—Joseph M. Cvengros’ proposed 
acquisition of certain assets of Anaconda 
Metal Hose Division and Anaconda Magnet 
Wire Division (Atlantic, Richfield Company, 
UPE), June 9, 1983. 

(4) 83-0388—The Continental Corporation's 
proposed acquisition of all voting securities 
of the CPI Group, Inc., (Automatic Data 
Processing, Incorporated, UPE), June 9, 1983. 

(5) 83-0392—C. Malcom Cooper & 
Associates, Inc., (Richard J. Riordan, UPE) 
proposed acquisition of all voting securities 
of Continental Plastic Beverage Bottles, Inc., 
(The Continental Group, Inc., UPE), June 9, 
1983. 

(6) 83-0401—Chartrain Corporation's, 
(Raymond A. Rich, UPE) proposed 
acquisition of all voting securities of All-Steel 
Incorporated, (RCA Corporation, UPE), June 
9, 1983. 

(7) 83-0406—Amfac, Incorporated’s 
proposed acquisition of all voting securities 
of Holmes Serum Company, Incorporated, 
(Henry L. Hillman, UPE), June 9, 1983. 

(8) 83-0409—Stanhome, Incorporated’s 
proposed acquisition of voting securities of 
Enesco Imports Corporation, June 9, 1983. 

(9) Transaction Number 83-0330: Andrew 
Corporation's proposed acquisition of all 
assets of Grasis Corporation (August R. 
Grasis, UPE), June 1, 1983. 

(10) Transaction Number 83-0331: 
Southeastern Savings and Loan Company's 
proposed acquisition of voting securities of 
Scottish Savings and Loan Association, 
Incorporated, June 2, 1983. 

(11) Transaction Number 83-0334: IFINT 
S.A.’s proposed acquisition of voting 
securities of R.C. Cement Company, 
Incorporated, June 2, 1983. 

(12) Transaction Number 83-0336: C. J. 
Giroir, Jr.'s proposed acquisition of all voting 
securities of National Bancshares 
Corporation, June 1, 1983. 

(13) Transaction Number 83-0352: Minerals 
and Resources Corporation Limited’s 
proposed acquisition of certain voting 
securities of Engelhard Corporation, June 2, 
1983. 

(14) Transaction Number 83-0353: Emerson 
Electric Company's proposed acquisition of 
Bell & Howell Magnetics, Inc.; Bell & Howell 
Devices, Inc.; Bell & Howell Electronic 
Systems, Inc.; and Data Laboratories Limited 
Plus;{Bell and Howell Company, UPE), June 
1, 1983. 

(15) Transaction Number 83-0358: Clevepak 
Corporation's proposed acquisition of voting 
securities of Interpace Corporation, June 2, 
1983. 

(16) Transaction Number 83-0359: Clevepak 
Corporation's proposed acquisition of all 
‘voting securities of Interpace Corporation, 
June 2, 1983. ; 

(17) 83-0390—Grand Metropolitan Public 
Limited Company's proposed acquisition of 
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all voting securities of Children’s World 
Incorporated, June 13, 1983. 

(18) Transaction Number 83-0368: The 
National Federation of Agricultural Co- 
operative Associations’ proposed acquisition 
of certain assets of Estech Incorporated, 
(Esmark, Incorporated, UPE), June 6, 1983. 

(19) Transaction Number 83-0357: James 
River Corporation of Virginia's proposed 
acquisition of substantially all the assets of 
Diamond International Corporation, (Sir 
James Goldsmith, UPE) June 7, 1983. 

(20) Transaction Number 83-0342: The 
Coca-Cola Bottling Company of New York 
Incorporated’s proposed acquisiton of all 
voting securities of The Philadelphia Coca- 
Cola Bottling Company, (The Coca-Cola 
Bottling Company, UPE) June 6, 1983. 

(21) 83-0431—Harvey Wagner's proposed 
acquisition of voting securities of Infoswitch 
Corporation, (Datapoint Corporation, UPE), 
June 14, 1983. 

(22) 83-0387—Bouygues, S.A.’s proposed 
acquisition of all voting securities of HDR, 
Inc., (Charles W. Durham, UPE), June 14, 
1983. 

(23) 83-0398—Apex Oil Company's 
proposed acquisition of all assets of 
Commonwealth Oil Refining Company 
Incorporated, June 14, 1983. 

24) 83-0396 and 83-0397—Kaneb Services 
Incorporated’s proposed acquisition of 
certain voting securities of Scientific 
Software Corporation in exchange for the 
assets of Intercomp Resources Development. 
and Engineering, Incorporated, June 14, 1983. 

(25) 883-0399—Grace Geothermal 
Corporation’s proposed acquisition of certain 
assets of Shell California Production, Inc., 
(Royal Dutch Petroleum Company, UPE), June 
14, 1983. 

(26) 83-0404—Sperry Corporation's 
proposed acquisition of voting securities of 
Trilogy Limited, June 14, 1983. 

(27) Transaction Number 83-0367: Hercules 
Incorporated’s proposed acquisition of voting 
securities of Erbamont N.V. (Montedison, 
S.p.A., UPE), June 2, 1983. 

(28) Transaction Nuniber 83-0373: 
Monumental Corporation's proposed 
acquisition of all voting securities of First 
Federated Life Insurance Company, June 2, 
1983. 

(29) 83-0395—The Penn Central 
Corporation’s proposed acquisition of all 
voting securities of Gulf Energy and 
Development Corporation, June 10, 1983. 

(30) 83-0379—Reading & Bates 
Corporation's proposed acquisition of voting 
securities of Green Companies (Green 
International, Inc., UPE), June 10, 1983. 

(31) 83-0380—Leighton Holdings Limited's 
proposed acquisition of voting securities of 
Green Companies, (Green International, Inc., 
UPE), June 10, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Patricia A. Foster, Compliance 
Specialist, Premerger Notification 
Office, Bureau of Competition, Room 
301, Federal Trade Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20580, (202) 523-3894. 


By direction of the Commission. 
Emily H. Rock, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83-17073 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6750-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Office of the Secretary 


Agency Forms Submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget for 
Clearance 


Each Friday the Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS) publishes a 
list of information collection packages it 
has submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for 
clearance in compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35). The following are those 
packages submitted to OMB since the 
last list was published on June 17. 


Public Health Service 
Food and Drug Administration 


Subject: Poisoning Report (0910-0023)— 
Extension/no change 

Respondents: Poison control centers 
located in public or private hospitals, 
health science universities or local 
public health agencies. 

OMB Desk Officer: Richard Eisinger 


National Institutes of Health 


Subject: Application Materials: National 
Institutes of Health Medical Staff 
Fellowship Program (0925-0006)— 
Extension/no change 

Respondents: Individuals or households 

OMB Desk Officer: Fay S. Iudicello 


Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
health 


Subject: Evaluation of the National 
Center for Health Statistics Population 
Based Surveys—New 

Respondents: Individuals or households 

OMB Desk Officer: Fay S. Iudicello 


Centers for Disease Control 


Subject: Prospective Evaluation of 
Hospital Personnel Exposed to Blood 
from Patients with Acquired Immune 
Deficiency Syndrome via the 
Parenteral Route—New. 

Respondents: Hospitals and individuals 

OMB Desk Officer: Fay S. Iudicello 


Health Care Financing Administration 


Subject: End Stage Renal Disease 
(ESRD) Medical Information System 
(HCFA-2744, 2745 and 2746)— 
Revision 

Respondents: ESRD transplant facilities 


Subject: Hospice Statements of 
Reimbursements (0938-0177)— 
Extension/no change 

Respondents: Hospices participating in 
the Medicare Hospice Demonstration 

Subject: Hospital and Hospital Health 
Care Complex Cost Report (HCFA 
2552-83)—Revision 

Respondents: Hospitals and hospital 
health care complexes participating in 
the Medicare program 

OMB Desk Officer: Fay S. Iudicello 

Social Security Administration 

Subject: Office of Child Support 
Enforcement (OCSE) Quarterly Report 
of Collections (0910-0238, OCSE-34)— 
Revision 

Respondents: State OCSE offices 

Subject: Office of Child Support 
Enforcement (OCSE) Quarterly 
Application for Grant Award (0960— 
0239, OCSE-65)—Revision 

Respondents: State OCSE offices 

Subject: Office of Child Support 
Enforcement (OCSE) Quarterly Budget 
Estimates (0960-0226, OCSE-25)— 
Revision 

Respondents: State OCSE offices 

OMB Desk Officer: Milo Sunderhauf 


Copies of the above information 
collection clearance packages can be 
obtained by calling the HHS Reports 
Clearance Officer on 202-245-6511. 

Written comments and 
recommendations for the proposed 
information collections should be sent 
directly to the appropriate OMB Desk 
Officer designated above at the 
following address: OMB Reports 
Management Branch, New Executive 
Office Building, Room 3208, Washington, 
D.C. 20503, Attn: (name of OMB Desk 
Officer) 


Dated: June 17, 1983. 
Dale W. Sopper, 
Assistant Secretary for Management and 
Budget. 
[FR Doc. 83-16864 Filed 6-23-83; 6:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4150-04-M 


Low-Wage Labor Market Studies; 
Applications for Grants 


Pursuant to Section 1110A of the 
Social Security Act, the Assistant 
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation 
(hereafter the Assistant Secretary) is 
seeking applications from researchers 
affiliated with non-profit organizations 
for grants for research in the area of 
low-wage labor markets. 


A. Type of Application Requested 


This announcement seeks 
applications for projects to develop and 
conduct a program of research and 





analysis relating to low-wage labor 
markets and the role of these markets in 
welfare policies. The following 
paragraphs describe this general area of 
interest in greater detail. Applications 
should be for projects that will address 
one or more of the priority areas 
discussed below; other, closely related 
issues may also be included if they are 
shown to be relevant to the general area 
of interest. 

Low-wage labor markets are, of 
course, critical in providing employment 
and income to the low-income 
population. Within this population 
current and potential welfare recipients 
are a subject of major policy concern, 
and concern for them leads to an 
interest in the labor markets in which 
they participate. Improved 
understanding of the nature and 
operation of low-wage labor markets is 
thus critical for evaluating: (1) The role 
jobs in these markets do play in 
providing income for the low-income 
population, in particular for current and 
potential welfare recipients, and (2) the 
role they can be expected or encouraged 
to play in the future. 

Specific questions that occur in this 
context include some of the following: 

© What jobs offer stable employment 
and/or on-the-job training to low-wage 
workers? What other characteristics are 
associated with these jobs? What 
selection criteria do employers use to 
hire and retain employees for these 
jobs? Do the jobs and selection criteria 
vary with the characteristics of 
employees (including prior welfare 
receipt)? 

* Do current or former welfare 
recipients generally find jobs that offer 
stable employment? To the extent that 
previous experience and schooling is an 
important selection criteria for jobs that 
offer stable employment, does a period 
of receipt of welfare income have a 
distinct effect on the probability of being 
hired and retained? 

© Do current or former welfare 
recipients generally find jobs that offer 
on-the-job training? To the extent that 
employees bear the costs of on-the-job 
training, can employers be offered 
incentives in addition to wage subsidies 
to hire welfare recipients for jobs that 
offer on-the-job training? 

To answer questions such as these, it 
is necessary to develop a much better 
understanding than is presently 
available of the low-wage labor markets 
in which the welfare population 
participates and of firms’ decisions 
about hiring, training, retaining, and 
promoting low-wage workers. 

Methods that are appropriate for 
project application include both 
theoretical work and empirical 


investigations that are well-grounded in 
economic theory. Projects with 
theoretical aspects should be designed 
to include meaningful empirical tests, or 
at least to lead to testable propositions. 
If these propositions are not testable 
with existing data, needs for further 
data should be explicitly elaborated. 

Potential users of the research to be 
supported by these grants include 
employers, non-profit agencies assisting 
low-skilled workers with employment 
problems, university researchers, and 
various governments. 

1. Priority areas for research. 

a. Characteristics in low-wage 
markets. What charactristics in addition 
to wages distinguish low-wage jobs from 
high-wage jobs, and distinguish some 
low-wage jobs from others? 
Characteristics of particular interest 
may be identified with the employee 
(e.g., demographic characteristics, 
education, etc.), with the employer (e.g., 
nature of business, product demand, 
cyclical sensitivity, location, etc.), or 
with the jobs themselves (e.g., fringe 
benefits, turnover, potential for wage 
growth or promotion, on-the-job 
training, etc.). 

Published research has investigated 
some of these characteristics, but this 
priority area deserves further 
exploration both to capture a finer level 
of detail on the relationships between 
the characteristics of employees, 
employers, and the jobs themselves, and 
to create a broader picture of the market 
or markets in which these 
characteristics are exchanged. 
Questions that may be addressed 
include: Are there several different 
markets for low-wage labor? Can 
different markets be distinguished by 
the employees and employers who 
participate in them, and thus by the 
characteristics exchanged in them? Are 
employees mobile among the markets in 
which they potentially participate? 

Data from the Employment 
Opportunity Pilot Projects (EOPP) may 
be useful for examining this question. 
(Applicants may obtain information on 
these data with the application forms.) 
Other potential sources include the 
National Longitudinal Surveys and the 
Panel Study of Income Dynamics. Since 
it is possible that no single data set will 
have all the desired characteristics for 
this study, investigators are encouraged 
to explore possibilities for combining 
and piecing together information from a 
variety of sources. 

b. Trends in low-wage labor markets. 
Trends in low-wage labor markets and 
important influences on these trends are 
also matters of great interest. Although 
previous research addresses many 
questions relevant to this priority area, 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Notices 


developing a more comprehensive 
picture of the determinants of trends in 
the distribution of low-wage jobs is now 
necessary. 

Questions that may be addressed in 
developing this comprehensive picture 
include: How has the number and 
distribution of low-wage jobs changed 
over time, say over the past twenty or 
twenty-five years? How has this 
accorded with trends such as those in 
occupations, regional and metropolitan 
economic development, occupational 
composition of employment within 
industries, shifts in the age/sex/race 
distribution of the population and the 
labor force, and changes in the 
population on welfare? Are the effects of 
changes in the firm’s business 
environment, such as changes in the 
demand for final goods, taxes, or 
welfare and jobs programs, discernible? 

Data limitations are expected to 
interfere with obtaining as detailed a 
picture of these trends as may be 
possible in studying the characteristics 
listed for priority area a. Nonetheless, 
creative use of available data such as 
those collected by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and the Census Bureau should 
enable a general picture to be drawn, 
particulary if combined with information 
derived from the first area. 

c. Firm employment decisions. In 
addition to information on the array of 
jobs observable in the market, 
developing better information on how 
firms decide on the number and 
characteristics of the jobs they offer is 
also desirable. A variety of decisions 
are related to the characteristics and 
number of jobs firms offer to the market, 
such as the mix of capital and labor to 
employ, the wage and fringe benefit 
packages to offer, and choice of 
recruiting and hiring strategies. All of 
these decisions are arrived at by the 
firm in a context shaped by economic 
conditions, training programs and 
subsidies, and tax provisions such as 
property taxes, investment tax credits, 
depreciation allowances, and 
employment tax credits. Explanation of 
firms’ employment decisions can serve 
to illuminate the patterns of jobs 
observed in priority areas a and b by 
focusing on the role of firms on the 
demand side of the labor market. 

Questions relevant to studying 
demand for low-wage labor include: 
How are firms’ decisions about 
production, physical and human capital 
investment, and employment and 
promotion of particular kinds of workers 
related? How have tax provisions, 
including both those aimed at promoting 
employment and those aimed at 
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promoting investment, affected these 
decisions? 

While many of these questions have 
been investigated at length, the effects 
of firms’ decisions on the jobs offered to 
low-skilled workers are not well 
understood. Exploration of this topic 
may require examining new and 
underexploited data sources, such as the 
data from EOPP. In addition, 
investigators may be able to make 
useful suggestions about specific needs 
for additional data and about methods 
for obtaining it. 

2. Types of projects excluded. 

In consideration of the intent of this 
announcement, applications proposing 
field survey operations, case studies of 
particular firms or industries, or 
concentrating primarily on the concerns 
of a local service delivery organization, 
will not be considered for funding. 

The last decade of labor market 
research has significantly enhanced our 
empirical knowledge of the labor-supply 
decisions of workers, particularly low- 
income workers, and of the effects of 
specific government training programs. 
Our knowledge of these decisions is in 
marked contrast to our knowledge of 
other aspects of these labor markets, as 
articulated above. This grant 
announcement solicits research to 
explore heretofore unexamined or 
unconfirmed general economic 
relationships between low-wage labor 
markets and the welfare population. 
Consequently, it is not the intent of this 
grant announcement to promote 
research that concentrates on labor 
supply, nor on evaluations of specific 
government training programs, and 
application for projects of this sort will 
not be considered. 

3. Content and organization of 
application. 

The application must begin with a 
cover sheet, followed by the required 
application forms and an abstract of the 
application. Failure to include the 
abstract may result in delays in 
processing the application. The cover 
sheet should clearly specify which of the 
priority areas described above the 
application addresses. Applicants may 
apply to more than one priority area, 
using separate applications, or a joint 
application for priority areas a and b if a 
combined research project is proposed. 
The abstract should summarize the 
proposal in not more than two pages. 
Each application should carefully 
describe the issues to be examined, 
hypotheses to be tested, methodology 
proposed for testing the hypotheses, 
data sources to be used, and anticipated 
products of the research, as well as 
relating the expected products to policy 
issues. Resumes of staff should be 


included, as should a full budget for the 


proposed project. 
B. Applicable Regulations 


1. “Grant Programs Administered by 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Planning and Evaluation” (45 CFR Part 
63), which was published in the Code of 
Federal Regulations on October 1, 1980. 

2. “Administration of Grants” (45 CFR 
Part 74), which was published in the 
Code of Federal Regulations on June 9, 
1981. 


C. Effective Date and Duration 


1. The grant awarded to this 
announcement is expected te be made 
on or about September 30, 1983. 

2. In order to avoid unnecessary 
delays in the preparation and receipt of 
applications, this notice is effective 
immediately. The closing dates for 
applications are specified in Section F 
and G below. 

3. Applicants should present a work 
plan and budget covering a one year 
period. Follow on funding for continued 
related work may be considered at the 
end of the first year. However, the 
respondents to this announcement are 
only required to submit an application 
for the first year; the applications will be 
evaluated only on the research proposed 
for the first year. 


D. Statement of Funds Availability 


1. It is expected that about $250,000 
will be available for the award of grants 
pursuant to this announcement. It is 
expected that projects will be selected 
for funding in all three of the priority 
areas, but an award might cover more 
than one area should that course be 
determined to be in the best interests of 
the government. Approximately $75,000 
is expected to be allocated to each 
priority area. 

2. Nothing in this application should 
be construed as committing the 
Assistant Secretary to dividing 
available funds among all qualified 
applicants or to make any award. 


E. Applications Processing 

1. Applications will be initially 
screened for relevance to the needs 
defined in section A (as well as 
additional areas of interest persuasively 
shown to be relevant by the grantee). If 
judged relevant, the application will 
then be reviewed by a government 
review panel, possibly augmented by 
outside experts. Ten (10) copies of each 
application are required except from 
government applicants, who may submit 
three (3) copies. 

2. Applications will be judged as to 
eligibility, quality, and relevance, 


according to the criteria set forth in item 
5. 

3. An unacceptable rating on any 
individual criterion may render the 
application unacceptable. Consequently, 
applicants should take care to ensure 
that all criteria are fully addressed in 
the application. 

4. Applications should be as brief and 
concise as is consistent with the 
information requirements of the 
reviewers. Applications should be 
limited to 30 double-spaced typed pages, 
exclusive of forms, abstract, resumes, 
and the proposed budget; they should 
neither be unduly elaborate nor contain 
voluminous supporting documentation. 

5. Criteria for evaluation. Evaluation 
of applications will employ the 
following criteria. The relative weights 
are shown in parentheses. 

a. The potential usefulness of the 
objectives and anticipated results of the 
proposed project for providing 
individuals and organizations concerned 
with the issues discussed in Section A 
above with improved bases for making 
decisions about these issues. (20 points.) 

b. The potential usefulness of the 
proposed project for the advancement of 
scientific knowledge. (20 points.) 

c. The clarity of statement of 
objectives, methods, and anticipated 
results. (5 points.) 

d. The appropriateness and soundness 
of methodology, including research 
design, statistical techniques, modeling 
strategies, choice of data, and other 
procedures. (25 points.) 

e. The qualifications and experience 
of personnel. (30 points.) 


F. Applications Sent by Mail 


Applications sent by mail will be 
considered to be received on time by the 
Grants Officer if the application was 
sent by registered or certified mail not 
later than August 12, 1983, as evidenced 
by the U.S. Postal Service postmark on 
the wrapper or envelope, or on the 
original receipt from the U.S. Postal 
Service. 


G. Hand-Delivered Applications 


An application to be hand-delivered 
must be taken to the Grants Officer at 
the address listed at the end of this 
announcement. Hand-delivered 
applications will be accepted daily 
between 9:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., 
Washington, D.C., time, except 
Saturdays, Sundays, or Federal 
holidays. Applications will not be 
accepted after close-of-business on 
Friday, August 12, 1983. 





H. Disposition of Applications 

1. Approval, disapproval, or deferral. 
On the basis of the review of the 
application, the Assistant Secretary will 
either: (a) Approve the application 
whole or in part; (b) disapprove the 
application; or (c) defer action on the 
application for such reasons as lack of 
funds or a need for further review. 

2. Notification of disposition. The 
Assistant Secretary will notify the 
applicants of the disposition of their 
application. A signed notification of 
grant award will be issued to the 
contact person listed in block 4 of the 
application to notify the applicant of the 
approved application. 


I. Application Instructions and Forms 


Copies of application forms and 
applicable regulations shall be obtained 
from, and applications submitted to: 
Grants Officer, Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, 
Department of Health and Human 
Services, 200 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Room 457F, Hubert H. Humphrey 
Building, Washington, D.C. 20201, Phone 
(202) 245-1794. Questions concerning the 
preceding information should be 
submitted to the Grants Officer at the 
same address. Neither questions nor 
requests for applications should be 
submitted after August 1, 1983. 


J. Federal Domestic Assistance Catalog 


This announcement is not listed in the 
Federal Domestic Assistance Catalog. 
Dated: July 17, 1983. 
Robert J. Rubin, 
Assistant Secretary for Planning and 
Evaluation. 
[FR Doc. 83-1701 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-17-m 


Food and Drug Administration 
[FDA 225-83-7000] 


Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the Environmental Protection 
Agency and the Food and Drug 
Administration; Drug/ Pesticide 
Products for Use on or in Animals; 
Extension of Comment Period; Stay of 
Effective Date 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
are extending the period for submitting 
comments on a Memorandum of 
Understanding on “drug/pesticide” 
products for use on or in animals. FDA 
has received several requests for the 


extension and is granting it. FDA is also 
staying the effective date. 


DATE: Comments by August 19, 1983. 


ADDRESS: Written comments, data, and 
iniormation to the Dockets Management 
Branch (HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, MD 20857. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTRACT: 
Andrew Beaulieu, Bureau of Veterinary 
Medicine (HFV-210), Food and Drug 
Administration, 5600 Fishers Lane, 
Rockville, MD 20857, 301-443-3044. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: FDA 
published in the Féderal Register of May 
20, 1983 (48 FR 22799) the Memorandum 
of Understanding defining the current 
responsibilities of FDA and EPA 
regarding drug/pesticide products for 
use on or in animals. Since the 
agreement shifted responsibility for 
certain products from EPA to FDA, a 30- 
day period for comments was provided. 

Several parties have asked FDA to 
extend the comment period by 60 days. 
They said that the 30-day period given 
was not adequate to enable them to 
review and evaluate the effect of the 
agreement and to prepare comments on 
it. 

After carefully evaluating the 
requests, FDA has concluded that an 
extension is appropriate to provde 
adequate time to prepare comments. 
FDA recognizes the significance of the 
issues involved and wishes to ensure 
that all interested parties have a fair 
amount of time for comment. Therefore, 
FDA has concluded that the comment 
period should be extended an additional 
60 days. 

In view of the extension of the 
comment period, the announced date of 
effectiveness of the Memorandum of 
Understanding, July 30, 1983, is stayed. 
The new date for the agreement to 
become effective is September 19, 1983, 
unless comments received by August 19, 
1983, warrant further consideration by 
either agency. If this occurs, a further 
stay of the effective date will be 
announced in the Federal Register. 

Interested persons may, on or before 
August 19, 1983, submit to the Dockets 
Management Branch (address above) 
written comments regarding this 
Memorandum of Understanding. Two 
copies of any comments are to be 
submitted, except that individuals may 
submit one copy. Comments are to be 
identified with the docket number found 
in brackets in the heading of this 
document. Received comments may be 
seen in the office above between 9 a.m. 
and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
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Dated: June 20, 1983. 
William F. Randolph, 
Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 
[FR Doc. 83-17045 Filed 6-21-83; 3:34 pm] 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


Advisory Committee; Meeting 
AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice announces a 
forthcoming meeting of a public 
advisory committee of the Food and 
Drug Administration (FDA). This notice 
also sets forth a summary of the 
procedures governing committee 
meetings and methods by which 
interested persons may participate in 
open public hearings conducted by the 
committees and is issued under section 
10({a) (1) and (2) of the Federal Advisory 
committee Act (Pub. L. 92-463, 86 Stat. 
770-776 (5 U.S.C. App. I)), and FDA 
regulations (21 CFR Part 14) relating to 
advisory committees. The following 
advisory committee meeting is 
announced: 


Blood Products Advisory Committee 


Date, time, and place. July 19, 8:30 
a.m., Lister Hil] Auditorium, National 
Institute of Health, Bldg. 38A, 8600 
Rockville Pike, Bethesda, MD. 

Type of meeting and contact person. 
Open public hearing, 8:30 a.m. to 9:30 
a.m.; open committee discussion, 9:30 
a.m. to 5 p.m.; Mary Ann Tourault, 
National Center for Drugs and Biologics 
(HFN-830), Food and Drug 
Administration, Bldg. 29, 8800 Rockville 
Pike, Bethesda, MD 20205; 301-496-5241. 

General function of the committee. 
The committee reviews and evaluates 
data on the safety, effectiveness, and 
appropriate use of blood products 
intended for use in the diagnosis, 
prevention, or treatment of human 
diseases. 

Agenda—Open public hearing. 
Interested persons may present data, 
information, or views, orally or in 
writing, on issues ending before the 
committee. 

Open committee discussion. The 
committee will consider current criteria 
for the safety and purity of plasma 
derivatives. This forum is designed to 
ascertain current research data 
regarding the etiology of Acquired 
Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS), 
the clinical criteria for its diagnosis, and 
a possible relationship to the safety of 
plasma derivatives. 

FDA public advisory committee 
meetings may have as many as four 
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separable portions: (1) An open public 
hearing, (2) an open committee 
discussion, (3) a closed presentation of 
data, and (4) a closed committee 
deliberation. Every advisory committee 
meeting shall have an open public 
hearing portion. Whether or not it also 
includes any of the other three portions 
will depend upon the specific meeting 
involved. There are no closed portions 
for the meetings announced in this 
notice. The dates and times reserved for 
the open portions of each committee 
meeting are listed above. 

The open public hearing portion of 
each meeting shall be at least 1 hour 
long unless public participation does not 


last that long. It is emphasized, however, 


that the 1 hour time limit for an open 
public hearing represents a minimum 
rather than a maximum time for public 
participation, and an open public 
hearing mey last for whatever longer 
period the committee chairman 
determines will facilitate the 
committee's work. 

Meetings of advisory committees shall 
be conducted, insofar as is practical, in 
accordance with the agenda published 
in this Federal Register notice. Changes 
in the agenda will be announced at the 
beginning of the open portion of a 
meeting. 


Any interested person who wishes to 
be assured of the right to make an oral 
presentation at the open public hearing 
portion of a meeting shall inform the 
contact person listed above, either 
orally or in writing, prior to the meeting. 
Any person attending the hearing who 
does not in advance of the meeting 
request an opportunity to speak will be 
allowed to make an oral presentation at 
the hearing’s conclusion, if time permits, 
at the chairman's discretion. 


Persons interested in specific agenda 
items to be discussed in open session 
may ascertain from the contact person 
the approximate time of discussion. 


A list of committee members and 
summary minutes of meetings may be 
requested from the Dockets 
Management Branch (HFA-305), Food 
and Drug Administration, Rm. 4-62, 5600 
Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 20857, 
between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. The FDA regulations 
relating to public advisory committees 
may be found in 21 CFR Part 14. 


Dated: June 20, 1983. 


William F. Randolph, 

Acting Associate Commissioner for 
Regulatory Affairs. 

{FR Doc. 83-17151 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M 


Office of Human Development 
Services, 


President’s Committee on Mental 
Retardation; Program Quarterly Full 
Committee Meeting 


Times and Dates 


June 27, 1983 from 7:30 am to 5:30 p. 
June 28, 1983 8:30 am to 5:30 pm. 
June 29, 1983 7:30 am to 4:00 pm. 


Place 


Napa Holiday Inn, 3425 Solano 
Avenue, Napa California. 


Status 


The meetings are open to the public. 
An interpreter for the deaf will be 
available upon advance requests. All 
locations are barrier free. 


Matters To Be Discussed 


(1) Reports by Steering Commettee 
will be given. The Commiteee plans to 
discuss critical issues concerning 
deinstitutionalization, prevention, family 
and community services, full citizenship, 
public awareness, simplification of 
service delivery and other issues 
relevant to the Committee's goals. 

(2) The Committee acts in an advisory 
capacity to the President and the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
on matters relating to programs and 
services for persons who are mentally 
retarded. 

(3) The Committee is charged with the 
responsibility of evaluating the 
adequacy of current practices in 
programs for the retarded, and 
reviewing legislative proposals that 
affect the mentally retarded. Contact 
person for more information: Dominic 
Mastrapasqua, Acting Executive 
Director, 300 “C” Street, S.W., Room 
4061-North Building, Washington, DC 
20201; (202) 245-7634. 

Dominic J. Mastrapasqua, 

Acting Executive Director President’s 
Committee on Mental Retardation. 
June 21, 1983. 

(FR Doc. 83-17269 Filed 6-23-83; 9:15 am} 
BILLING CODE 4130-01-M 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of indian Affairs 


Information Collection Submitted for 
Review 


The proposal for the collection of 
information listed below has been 
submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget for approval under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35). Copies of the 
proposed information collection 


requirement and related forms and 
explanatory material may be obtained 
by contacting the Bureau's clearance 
officer at the phone number listed 
below. Comments and suggestions on 
the requirement should be made directly 
to the Bureau Clearance Officer and the 
Office of Management and Budget 
Interior Desk Officer, at (202) 395-7340. 

Title: Contracts for Prospecting and 
Mining on Indian Lands (except oil and 
gas); Oil and Gas Mineral Contracts. 

Bureau Form Numbers: BIA-5439, 
BIA-154h, BIA-155b, BIA-5424, BIA- 
154b, BIA-154e. 

Frequency: On occasion. 

Description of Respondents: 
Corporations, partnerships, individuals 
involved with leasing Indian minerals. 

Annual Responses: 21,225. 

Annua! Burden Hours: 7181.25. 

Bureau Clearance Office: Diana Loper 
(202) 343-3574. 


Dated: June 15, 1983. 
Kenneth Smith, 
Assistant Secretary—indian Affairs. 
{FR Doc. 83-1711 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-02-M 


Bureau of Land Management 


Southern Appalachian Federal Coal 
Production Region, Alabama; Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
Availability 


AGNECY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY. Pursuant of Section 102(2}(C) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, notice is hereby given that 
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
Department of the Interior, has prepared 
the Draft Southern Appalachian 
Regional Coal EIS Il, which analyzes a 
second round of proposed competitive 
leasing of Federa! coal in the Southern 
Appalachian Coal Production Region, 
Alabama Subregion. The BLM has made 
copies of the draft EIS available for 
public review and is seeking public 
comment on the document. 

Four coal leasing alternatives are 
considered: (1) Lease 3 underground and 
4 surface-minable tracts containing 180 
million tons of in-place Federal coal 
resoruces; (2) lease 3 underground and 
12 surface-minable tracts containing 184 
million tons of in-place Federal coal 
resources; (3) lease 4 underground and 
12 surface-minable tracts containing 211 
million tons of in-place Federal coal 
resources; and (4) no further competitive 
Federal leasing (No Action). 





In addition, the BLM is issuing a call 
for submission to the BLM of surface 
owner consents given by qualified 
surface owners that would permit 
surface mining of Federal coal on the 
identified tracts where the Federal coal 
is overlain by privately owned surface. 


DATES: Written comments on the draft 
EIS will be accepted on or before August 
31, 1983. A formal public hearing to 
accept written comments and to receive 
testimony will be held from 9:00 to 11:00 
a.m. on August 31, 1983. 

Information concerning the filing of 
surface owners consent agreements, or 
evidence thereof, is contained in the 
Supplementary Information section of 
this notice. 

ADDRESSES: Written comments on the 
draft EIS should be sent to the EIS Team 
Leader, Jackson District Office, Bureau 
of Land Management, Jackson Mall 
Office Center, 300 Woodrow Wilson, 
Suite 3495, MS 39213. Single copies of 
the draft EIS may be obtained from the 
EIS Team Leader at the address listed 
above and from the Eastern States 
Office, Bureau of Land Management, 350 
South Pickett Street, Alexandria, 
Virginia 22304 and the Office of Public 
Affairs, Bureau of Land Management, 
18th and C Streets, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20240. Information related to 
surface owner consent agreements is 
contained in the Supplementary 
Information section of this notice. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMAION CONTRACT: 
Bob Todd, EIS Team Leader, Jackson 
District Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, Jackson Mall Office 
Center, 300 Woodrow Wilson, Suite 
3495, Jackson, MS 39213. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The draft 
EIS, which is part of the leasing process 
under the Federal Coal Management 
Program (43 CFR 3400), anaylzes the 
impacts that would result from the 
development of 16 Federal coal tracts 
proposed for leasing in a 3—-county area 
of Alabama. In addition, the EIS 
analyzes the cumulative regional 
impacts of four alternative leasing 
levels, including the no action 
alternative, as well as other related 
regional developments in the Southern 
Appalachian Federal Coal Production 
Region, Alabama Subregion. 

Public comments on the draft EIS are 
being sought before preparing the final 
EIS and should be sent to the EIS Team 
Leader at the address listed above. All 
comments on the draft EIS, whether oral 
or written, which are received by 
August 31, 1983, will receive equal 
consideration in the preparation of the 
final EIS. 

A public hearing has been scheduled 
to accept written and/or oral comments 


on the draft statement. The hearing will 
consist of a morning session from 9:00 to 
11:00 a.m. in the Black Warrior Room, 
Stagecoach Inn, 4810 Skyland Boulevard 
East, Tuscaloosa, Alabama, on August 
31, 1983. 

Those individuals wishing to testify in 
the public hearing should notify the EIS 
Team Leader in writing at the address 
listed above by August 26, 1983. This 
notification should identify the 
organization that is being represented (if 
speaking for an organization) and 
should be signed by the individual who 
will be testifying. The cutoff date is 
necessary so that a speaker's list can be 
reviewed in the BLM Eastern States and 
Jackson District Offices on the day 
before the public hearing. 

Only one person will be allowed to 
represent the views of a single 
organization. However, if a member of 
an organization wishes to speak as a 
private citizen, the testimony will be 
permitted. Speakers will be heard in the 
order set forth on the list. After the last 
listed speaker has been heard, the 
presiding officer will consider the 
request of any person present who 
wishes to testify. 

At the public hearing on the draft EIS, 
oral testimony of ten minutes duration 
will be accepted from each person in 
lieu of, or in addition to, any written 
comments. The 10-minute limitation will 
be strictly enforced by the presiding 
officer. The complete text of prepared 
remarks should be filed at the hearing 
and will be included as part of the 
hearing record regardless of whether or 
not the speaker completed those 
remarks in the allotted 10 minutes. 

Copies of the draft EIS are available 
for inspection at the following locations: 

Eastern States Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, 350 South Pickett Street, 
Alexandria, Virginia 22304. 

Jackson District Office, Jackson Mall 
Office Center, 300 Woodrow Wilson, 
Suite 3495, Jackson, MS 39213 

Office of Public Affairs, Bureau of 
Land Management, Room 5600, 18th and 
C Streets, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240 

In accordance with 43 CFR Part 3427 
of the coal management regulations, the 
BLM is also requesting that written 
surface consent agreements, or evidence 
thereof, given by qualified surface 
owners for lands wihin the region be 
submitted to the appropriate BLM State 
Office at the address given above. Valid 
written consent for lands in which the 
ownership of the surface is held by 
qualified surface owners, where the 
ownership of the underlying coal is 
reserved to the Federal Government, 
will be accepted until a yet-to-be 
determined date prior to the lease sale 
for the specific lands involved. The 
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actual deadline for submission of 
written consents shall be determined 
after the lease sale dates have been 
established, and shall be published in 
the Federal Register. It is the 
responsibility of parties intending to file 
consents to be aware of pending lease 
sale dates, as set forth in an announced 
regional lease sale schedule, and 
deadlines for submission of written 
consents as announced in the Federal 
Register. Section 714(c) of the Surface 
Mining Control and Reclamation Act 
(SMCRA) states that, “The Secretary 
shall not enter into any lease of Federal 
coal deposits until the surface owner 
has given written consent to enter and 
commence surface mining operations 
and the Secretary has obtained evidence 
of such consent.” 


As defined in the regulations (43 CFR 
3400.0—5(gg)), qualified surface owner 
“means the natural person or persons 
(or corporation, the majority stock of 
which is held by a person or persons) 
who: 


(1) Hold legal or equitable title to the 
surface of split estate lands; 

(2) Have their principal place of residence 
on the land; or personally conduct farming or 
ranching operations upon a farm or ranch 
unit to be affected by surface mining 
operations; or receive directly a significant 
portion of their income, if any, from such 
farming and ranching operations; and 

(3) Have met the conditions of paragraphs 
(gg) (1) and (2) of this subsection for a period 
of at least 3 years, except for persons who 
gave written consent less than 3 years after 
they met the requirements of both paragraphs 
(gg) (1) and (2) of this section. In computing 
the 3-year period the authorized officer shall 
include periods during which title was owned 
by a relative of such person by blood or 
marriage, if, during such periods, the relative 
would have met the requirements of this 
subsection. 


Valid written consent is defined in the 
regulations (43 CFR 3400.5-5(qq)) as “the 
document or documents that a qualified 
surface owner has signed that: (1) Permit 
a coal operator to enter and commence 
surface mining of coal; (2) describe any 
financial or other consideration given or 
promised in return for the permission, 
including in-kind considerations; (3) 
describe any consideration given in 
terms of type or method of operation or 
reclamation for the area; (4) contain any 
supplemental or related contacts 
between the surface owner and any 
other person who is party to the 
permission; and (5) contain a full and 
accurate description of the area covered 
by the permission.” 

As required by 43 CFR 3427.29(d), it is 
the Bureau's responsibility to review all 
consents received. The Bureau will 
verify that the named surface owner is a 
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qualified surface owner as defined in 
the regulations and that the title for split 
estate lands described in the filing is 
held by the named qualified owner(s). In 
addition, to be considered valid, 
consents entered into after the August 3, 
1977, enactment of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act must be 
transferable to whomever makes the 
successful bid in a lease sale for the 
tract that includes the lands to which 
the consent applies. A written consent 
shall be considered transferable only if 
it provides that after the lease sale for 
the tract to which the consent applies: (i) 
The successful bidder shall assume all 
rights and obligations of the holder of 
the consent, including the obligation to 
make all payments to the grantor of the 
consent and to reimburse the holder of 
the consent for all money previously 
paid to the grantor under the consent 
contract; and {ii) neither the holder nor 
the grantor of the consent has any right 
under the consent contract to prevent 
the successful bidder from assuming the 
rights and obligations of the holder of 
the consent by imposing additional costs 
or conditions or otherwise. If a filing is 
from anyone other than the named 
qualified surface owner, the Bureau 
shall contact the named qualified 
surface owner and request confirmation, 
in writing, that the filed, transferable, 
written consent, or evidence thereof, to 
enter and commence surface mining has 
been granted and that the filing fully 
discloses all of the items of the written 
consent. 

To facilitate the filing and review of 
written consents from qualified surface 
owners, the person submitting the 
consent is asked to include a statement 
that the evidence submitted represents a 
true, accurate, and complete statement 
of information regarding the consent for 
the area described. Such a validation 
statement is required by 43 CFR 3427.3. 
The statement is to be signed and dated 
by the person submitting the consent 
and can be either incorporated directly 
into the consent document or enclosed 
as a separate item submitted with the 
consent document. The statement can be 
worded as follows: “I (We) hereby 
declare that the evidence submitted, to 
the best of my (our) knowledge, 
represents a true, accurate, and 
complete statement of information 
regarding the surface owner consent for 
the area described.” This validation 
statement does not have to be witnessed 
or notarized. 

A qualified surface owner that has not 
been contacted by, or requested to enter 
into any agreement with, a private party 
and who may wish to give consent to 
enter and commence surface coal mining 


may prepare, sign, and submit a consent 
document to the BLM Eastern States 
Office. The consent document should 
include the information and 
requirements specified earlier in this 
Notice in order to constitute a valid 
written consent as defined in the coal 
regulations (43 CFR 3400.0-5(qq)) and 
must indicate any specific terms the 
surface owner may request to allow 
permission to enter and commence 
surface coal mining. This unilateral 
consent document must be signed by a 
private party prior to the deadline for 
the filing of consents for the area 
affected, or the area affected will not be 
offered for lease sale. 

In accordance with 43 CFR 
3427.2(a)}(2), written statements from 
qualified surface owners who refuse to 
consent to coal leasing may be filed 
with the Eastern States Office at the 
address given above. Early submission 
of a refusal to consent, hereby 
disqualifying the specified lands from 
further leasing consideration, will deter 
pressure from persons or parties seeking 
to enter into a consent agreement and 
will prevent continued inquiries by the 
BLM of the status of surface owner 
consent for the specified lands. 

A Secretarial decision for leasing in 
the Southern Appalachian Region is 
expected in March 1984 after filing of 
the final EIS. As part of that decision the 
Secretary may choose to hold a series of 
lease sales beginning in May 1984. 

Dated: June 21, 1983. 

James M. Parker, 
Acting Director, Bureau of Land Management. 

Approved: _ 

Bruce Blanchard, 
Director, Environmental Project Review. 


[FR Doc. 83-17112 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


Wyoming; Availability of the Adobe 
Town—Ferris Mountains Wilderness 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


AGENCY: Rawlins District Office, Bureau 
of Land Management, Interior. 


ACTION: Notice of Availability of the 


draft environmental impact statement. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 102(2)(c) 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, notice is hereby given that 
the Bureau of Land Management, U.S. 
Department of the Interior, has prepared 
the Adobe Town—Ferris Mountains 
Wilderness Environmental Impact 
Statement covering three wilderness 
study areas (WSAs) in the Divide, 
Medicine Bow, and Salt Wells resource 
areas in Wyoming. Copies of the 


29067 


document are available for public 
review and comment. 

In addition, notice is also given that a 
public hearing, as required by Section 
3(d) of the Wilderness Act, will be held 
in Rawlins, Wyoming, on July 26, at 7 
p.m., in the Jeffrey Center, 3rd and 
Buffalo Streets. Written and oral 
comments on the Wilderness EIS will be 
received at that time. 


DATES: Written comments on the 
proposed action and alternatives 
contained in the draft EIS will be 
accepted through September 23, 1983. 


ADDRESSES: Written comments on the 
draft EIS should be sent to: District 
Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 
Rawlins District Office, P.O. Box 670, 
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301. The draft EIS 
is available for inspection at the 
Rawlins District Office, 1300 North 
Third Street, Rawlins, Wyoming 82301. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Environmental impacts that would result 
from implementation of the proposed 
action and alternatives have been 
analyzed in the draft EIS. The proposed 
action for the two Adobe Town WSA’s 
is No Wilderness, Intensive Resource 
Management. The alternatives are: No 
Action, Existing Management; Partial 
Wilderness; and All Wilderness. 

The proposed action for the Ferris 
Mountains WSA is Wilderness 
Management. Tha alternatives are: No 
Action, Existing Management, No 
Wilderness; and Enhanced Wilderness 
Management. 

All comments will be considered. 
Those that raise questions or issues 
concerning the effects of the proposed 
actions or alternatives, present new 
data, or question facts or analyses will 
be responded to in the final EIS. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bob Tigner or Gary Long, Rawlins 
District Office, P.O. Box 670, Rawlins, 
Wyoming 82301, Telephone (307) 324— 
7171. 

David J. Walter, 

District Manager. 

[FR Doc. 83-16567 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-84-M 


Minerals Management Service 


Outer Continental Shelf Offshore 
Southern California; Availability of 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and Intent to Hold Public Hearings 
Regarding Proposed Southern 
California Oil and Gas Lease Offering 
of February 1984 


Pursuant to section 102(2)(C) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, the Minerals Management Service 





(MMS) has prepared a draft 
environmental impact statement (EIS) 
relating to a proposed southern 
California oil and gas lease offering 
consisting of about 11.6 million acres of 
submerged lands on the Outer 
Continental Shelf (OCS) offshore 
southern California scheduled for 
February 1984. 


Single copies of the draft EIS can be 
obtained from the Regional Manager, 
Pacific OCS Region, Minerals 
Management Service, 1340 W. 6th Street, 
Los Angeles, California 90017. 

Copies of the draft EIS will also be 
available for review in the following 
public libraries: 


W. Valley Reg. Branch Library, 19036 
Vanowen Street, Reseda, CA 91335 

County of Los Angeles Library, Government 
Publications Unit, 320 W. Temple, Los 
Angles, CA 90012 

San Diego County Law Library, 1105 Front 
Street, San Diego, CA 92101 

San Diego Public Library, Science and 
Industry Dept., 820 “E” Street, San Diego, 
CA 92101 

Culver City Library, 4975 Overland Avenue, 
Culver City, CA 90280 

San Bernardino County Free Library, 104 W. 
4th Street, San Bernardino, CA 92401 

Downey City Library, 8490 E. 3rd Street, 
Downey,.CA 90241 

Santa Ana Public Library, Documents 
Section, 26 Civic Center Plaza, Santa Ana, 
CA 92701 


Long Beach Public Library, Government 
Publications Dept., Ocean and Pacific, Long 
Beach, CA 90802 

University of California Library, Government 
Publications Dept., P.O. Box 5900, 
Riverside, CA 92123 

California State Polytechnical University 
Library Documents Section, San Luis 
Obispo, CA 92701 

San Diego County Library, 5555 Overland 
Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123 

California Lutheran College Library, 
Mountclef Village, Thousand Oaks, CA 
91360 

Anaheim Public Library, 500 West Broadway, 
Anaheim, CA 92805 

Bodkin, McCarthy, Sargent & Smith, 707 
Wilshire Blvd., 51st Floor, Los Angeles, CA 
90071 

Oceanside Public Library, 615 4th Street, 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

Business & Economics Dept., Los Angeles 
Public Library, 630 W. 5th Street, Los 
Angeles, CA 90071 

California State University, Oviatt Library, 
Documents Section, P.O. Box 771, Ventura, 
CA $3001 

San Diego State University Library, 5300 
Campanile Drive, San Diego, CA 92182 

San Diego State University, Malcolm A. Love 
Library, Government Publications Dept., 
San Diego, CA 92182 

California State University Library, 
Documents Section, P.O. Box 4150, 
Fullerton, CA 92634 


California Institute of Technology, Millikan 
Memorial Library, Pasadena, CA 91124 

Riverside Public Library, P.O. Box 468, 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Pepperdine University Library, 8035 S. 
Vermont, Los Angeles, CA 90044 

Pasadena Public Library, 285 E. Walnut 
Street, Pasadena, CA 91101 

University of California, Serials, SIO Library, 
C-075C, La Jolla, CA 92093 

San Clemente Library, 242 Avenida Del Mar, 
San Clemente, CA 92672 

University of Southern Calif., Government 
Documents Dept., P.O. Box 77983, Los 
Angeles, CA 90007 

County of Ventura Library, Government 
Document, 18111 Nordhoff Street, 
Northridge, CA 91220 

Loyola University, School of Law Library, 
1440 W. 9th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90015 

The Sea Library, 498 Sycamore Road, Santa 
Monica, CA 90402 

University of California, Government 
Publication Dept., General Library, P.O, 
Box 19557, Irvine, CA 92713 

Santa Barbara Public Library, Reference 
Section, P.O. Box 1019, Santa Barbara, CA 
93102 

University of California, Water Resources 
Center Archives, 2081 Engineering 1, Los 
Angeles, CA 90024 

Santa Monica Public Library, 1343 6th Street, 
Santa Monica, CA 93102 

Pomona College Documents Collection, 
Honnold Library, 222 E. 9th Street, 
Claremont, CA 91711 

University of California, The Library 
Government Publication Dept., Santa 
Barbara, CA 93106 


In accordance with 30 CFR 256.26(b), 
public hearings will be held on July 26, 
1983, in the Cooper Room of the San 
Diego Convention and Performing Arts 
Center, 202 C Street, San Diego, 
California 92101; the Long Beach 
Convention Center, California Room No. 
1, 300 East Ocean Boulevard, Long 
Beach, California 90802; and the Santa 
Cruz Room of the Ventura Holiday Inn, 
450 Harbor Boulevard, Ventura, 
California 93001. The hearings will begin 
at 8:30 a.m., local time. The purpose of 
the hearings is to receive comments 
regarding the southern California OCS 
lease offering proposal. 

The hearings will provide the 
Secretary of the Interior with additional 
information from both public and 
private sectors to help evaluate fully the 
potential effects of leasing oil and gas 
tracts offshore southern California. In 
addition, the proceedings will give the 
Secretary the opportunity to receive 
further comments and views of 
concerned Federal, State, and local 
agencies. 

Interested individuals, representatives 
of organizations, and public officials 
who wish to testify at the hearings, are 
requested to contact the Regional 
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Manager, Pacific OCS Region, Minerals 
Management Service, at the above 
address or by phone at (213) 688-7234, 
by 4:00 p.m. July 20, 1983. Written 
comments from those unable to attend 
the public hearing also should be 
addressed to the Regional Manager, 
Pacific OCS Region, Minerals 
Management Service at the above 
address. The MMS will accept written 
testimony and comments on the draft 
EIS until August 16, 1983. Time 
limitations make it necessary to limit the 
length of oral presentation to ten (10) 
minutes. An oral statement may be 
supplemented, however, by a more 
complete written statement which may 
be submitted to the hearing officer at the 
time of presentation of the oral 
statement. Written statements presented 
in person at the hearing will be 
considered as part of the hearing record. 
To the extent that time is available after 
presentation of oral statements by those 
who have given advance notice, the 
hearing officer will give others present 
an opportunity to be heard. 

After testimony and comments have 
been received and analyzed, a final EIS 
will be prepared. 


Dated: June 21, 1983. 
Dave Russell, 


Acting Director, Minerals Management 
Service. 


Approved: June 21, 1983. 
Bruce Blanchard, 
Director, Environmental Project Review. 
[FR Doc. 83-17134 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


Motor Carrier Permanent Authority 
Decisions; Decision-Notice 


Motor Common and Contract Carriers 
of Property (fitness-only); Motor 
Common Carriers of Passengers 
(fitness-only); Motor Contract Carriers 
of Passengers; Property Brokers (other 
than household goods). The following 
applications for motor common or 
contract carriage of property and for a 
broker of property (other than household 
goods) are governed by Subpart A of 
Part 1160 of the Commission's General 
Rules of Practice. See 49 CFR Part 1160, 
Subpart A, published in the Federal 
Register on November 1, 1982, at 47 FR 
49583, which redesignated the 
regulations at 49 CFR 1100.251, 
published in the Federal Register on 
December 31, 1980. For compliance 
procedures, see 49 CFR 1160.19. Persons 
wishing to oppose an application must 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Notices 


follow the rules under 49 CFR Part 1160, 
Subpart B. 

The following applications for motor 
common or contract carriage of 
passengers filed on or after November 
19, 1982, are governed by Subpart D of 
the Commission's Rules of Practice. See 
49 CFR Part 1160, Subpart D, published 
in the Federal Register on November 24, 
1982, at 49 FR 53271. For compliance 
procedures, see 49 CFR 1160.86. Persons 
wishing to oppose an application must 
follow the rules under 49 CFR Part 1160, 
Subpart E. 

These applications may be protested 
only on the grounds that applicant is not 
fit, willing, and able to provide the 
transportation service or to comply with 
the appropriate statutes and 
Commission regulations. 

Applicant's representative is required 
to mail a copy of an application, 
including all supporting evidence, within 
three days of a request and upon 
payment to applicant's representative of 
$10.00. 

Amendments to the request for 
authority are not allowed. Some of the 
applications may have been modified 
prior to publication to conform to the 
Commission’s policy of simplifying 
grants of operating authority. 

Findings 

With the exception of those 
applications involving duly noted 
problems (e.g., unresolved common 
control, fitness, or jurisdictional 
questions) we find, preliminarily, that 
each applicant has demonstrated that it 
is fit, willing, and able to perform the 
service proposed, and to conform to the 
requirements of Title 49, Subtitle IV, 
United States Code, and the 
Commission's regulations. This 
presumption shall not be deemed to 
exist where the application is opposed. - 
Except where noted, this decision is 
neither a major Federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment nor a major 
regulatory action under the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act of 1975. 

In the absence of legally sufficient 
opposition in the form of verified 
statements filed on or before 45 days 
from date of publication (or, if the 
application later becomes unopposed), 
appropriate authorizing documents will 
be issued to applicants with regulated 
operations (except those with duly 
noted problems) and will remain in full 
effect only as long as the applicant 
maintains appropriate compliance. The 
unopposed applications involving new 
entrants will be subject to the issuance 
of an effective notice sétting forth the 
compliance requirements which must be 
satisfied before the authority will be 


issued. Once this compliance is met, the 
authority will be issued. 

Within 60 days after publication an 
applicant may file a verified statement 
in rebuttal to any statement in 
opposition. 

To the extent that any of the authority 
granted may duplicate an applicant's 
other authority, the duplication shall be 
construed as conferring only a single 
operating right. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

Note.—All applications are for authority to 
operate as a motor common carrier in 
interstate or foreign commerce, over irregular 
routes unless noted otherwise. Applications 
for motor contract carrier authority are those 
where service is for a named shipper “under 
contract.” 


Please direct status inquiries to Team 
No. 1 at (202) 275-7992. 


Decision Volume No. OP1-226 (F) 


Decided: June 14, 1983. 

By the Commission, Review Board 
Members Joyce, Carleton, and Fortier. 

MC 168510, filed June 2, 1983. 
Applicant: ERNEST ROY JOHNSON, 
Route 1, Box 38, Jasper, MN 56144. 
Representative: Ernest Johnson (same 
address as applicant). Transporting food 
and other edible products and 
byproducts intended for human 
consumption (except alcoholic 
beverages and drugs), agricultural 
limestone and fertilizers, and other soil 
conditioners by the owner of the motor 
vehicle, in such vehicle, between points 
in the U.S. (except AK and HI). 

MC 168551, filed June 9, 1983. 
Applicant: BRUCE MAYES, d.b.a. 
MAYES BUS LINES, Route 2, Emory 
Road, Knoxville, TN 37918. 
Representative: Jess D. Campbell, 205 
Clinch Ave., Knoxville, TN 37902, (615) 
546-2141. Transporting passengers, in 
charter and special operations, between 
points in the U.S. 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 


privately-funded charter and special 
transportation. 


Decision Volume No. OP1-228 (F) 


Decided: June 13, 1983. 

By the Commission, Review Board 
Members, Joyce, Dowell, and Krock. 

MC 154720 (Sub-1), filed May 24, 1983. 
Applicant: GARDEN STATE TOURS, 
211 St., Mihiel Drive, Riverside, NJ 
08075. Representative: Elliott Bunce, 
Suite 1301, 1600 Wilson Blvd., Arlington, 
VA 22209, (703)-522-0900. Transporting 
passengers, in charter and special 
operations, between points in the U.S. 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 


29069 


MC 168231(A), filed May 23, 1983. 
Applicant: ISLANDER TRANSIT 
COMPANY, CORP., Oceanfront at 
Stanton Rd., Wildwood Crest, NJ 08260. 
Representative: Barry Weintraub, Suite 
403, 7700 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, 
VA 22043, (703)-442-3330. Transporting 
passengers, in charter and special 
operations, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI). 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 

Note.—Applicant has concurrently filed for 
passenger contract authority docketed MC- 
168231(B) published in this same Federal 
Register issue. ‘ 

MC 168231(B), filed May 23, 1983. 
Applicant: ISLANDER TRANSIT 
COMPANY, CORP., Oceanfront at 
Stanton Rd., Wildwood Crest, NJ 08260. 
Representative: Barry Weintraub, Suite 
403, 7700 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, 
VA 22043, (703)-442-8330. Transporting 
passengers, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI), under continuing 
contract(s) with (a) Wildwood Board of 
Education, (b) Wildwood Catholic High 
School, (c) Wildwood Crest Board of 
Education, (d) Bal Harbor Motor Inn, (e) 
Waikiki Motor Inn, and (f) Islander 
Tours, Inc., all of Wildwood, NJ. 

Note.—Applicant has concurrently filed for 
charter and special operations authority 
docketed MC-168231(A) published in this 
same Federal Register issue. 

MC 168370, filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: MILES L. MC GRAW & 
ROGER M. MC GRAW d.b.a. MC 
GRAW TRUCKING, 1705 Janie, Billings, 
MT 59105. Representative: Joe Gipe, 
5516 Laurel Rd., Billings, MT 59107-1135, 
(406)-248-3602. Transporting food and 
other edible products and by-products 
intended for human consumption 
(except alcoholic beverages and drugs), 
agricultural limestone and fertilizers, 
and other soil conditioners, by the 
owner of the motor vehicle in such 
vehicle, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI). 

MC 168400, filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: E & Y CUSTOM TOURS, 
INC., 102-10 66th Rd., Forest Hills, NY 
11375 Representative: Irving Klein, 1205 
Franklin Ave., Garden City, NY 11530, 
(516)-746-3050. Transporting 
passengers, in charter and speciai 
operations, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI). 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 

MC 168421, filed June 2, 1983. 
Applicant: LIBERTY SHUTTLE 
CORPORATION, 66-10 Thornton Place, 
Forest Hills, NY 11375. Representative: 
Morton E. Kiel, Two World Trade 





Center, Suite 1832, New York, NY 10048, 
(212) 466-0220. Transporting passengers, 
in charter and special operations, 
between points in the U.S. 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 


Decision Volume No. OP1-230 


Decided: June 14, 1983. 

By the Commission, The Review Board, 
Members Williams, Joyce, and Fortier. 

MC 168461, filed June 3, 1983. 
Applicant: HACKBARTH DELIVERY 
SERVICE, INC., 1111 S. Beltline Hwy., 
Suite 110, Mobile, AL 36606. 
Representative: Robert E. Hackbarth, 
701 E. Salvia St., Mobile, AL 36606, 
(205)478-6956. Transporting shipments 
weighing 100 pounds or less if 
transportéd in a motor vehicle in which 
no one package exceeds 100 pounds, 
between points in Mobile and Baldwin 
Counties, AL, on the one hand, and, on 
the other, points in Escambia and Santa 
Rosa Counties, FL. 


Decision Volume No. 234 


Decided: June 15, 1983. 

By the Commission, the Review Board, 
Members Dowell, Carleton, and Fortier. 

MC 168550, filed June 9, 1983. 
Applicant: ADH SERVICES INC., 120 
South 20th Street, Irvington, NJ 07111. 
Representative: Edward F. Bowes, 7 
Becker Farm Road, P.O. Box Y, 
Roseland, NJ 07068, (201) 992-2200. As a 
broker of general commodities (except 
household goods), between points in the 
U.S. (except HI). 

Decided June 13, 1983. 

Decision Volume No. OP1-—236 (F). 

By the Commission, The Review Board 
Members, Dowell, Joyce, and Krock. 

MC 158661 (Sub-1), filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: JUDITH A. NEELY AND 
JOHN W. NEELY, d.b.a. 4-] 
DISTRIBUTING COMPANY, 13812 
Hearthside Place, Farmers Branch, TX 
75234. Representative: William 
Sheridan, P.O. Drawer 5049, Irving, TX 
75062, (214) 255-6279. Transporting food 
and other edible products and 
byproducts intended for human 
consumption (except alcoholic 
beverages and drugs), agricultural 
limestone and fertilizers, and other soil 
conditioners by the owner of the motor 
vehicle in such vehicle, between points 
in the U.S. (except AK and HI). 

MC 168391, filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: UPPER MIDWEST 
ASSEMBLY & DISTRIBUTION 
COMPANY, 20385 Iberia Ave., West 
Lakeville, MN 55044. Representative: 
Richard L. Gill, 1805 American National 
Bank Bldg., Saint Paul, MN 55101, (612) 
224-9454. As a broker, of general 


commodities (except household goods), 
between points in the U.S. 


MC 168420, filed June 1, 1983. 
Applicant: LENORA GREGORY, d.b.a. 
L. G. CHARTER SERVICE, 5101 
Pembridge Ave., Baltimore, MD 21215. 
Representative: Lenora Gregory (same 
address as applicant), (301) 466-4276. 
Transporting passengers, in charter and 
special operations, between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HJ). 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 

MC 168430, filed June 3, 1983. 
Applicant: ERIEVIEW BROKERS, INC., 
100 Erieview Plaza, Cleveland, OH 
44114. Representative: Colin Barrett, 
11764 Indian Ridge Rd., Reston, VA 
22091, (703) 860-8521. As a broker, of 
general commodities (except household 
goods), between points in the U.S. 


MC 168490, filed June 7, 1983. 
Applicant: SOMERSET LIMOUSINE 
SERVICE, INC., d.b.a. AEROBUS, 104 
Park St., Troy, MI 48084. Representative: 
Robert D. Schuler, 100 W. Long Lake 
Rd.—Suite 102, Bloomfield Hills, MI 
48013, (313) 645-9600. Transporting 
passengers, in charter and special 
operations, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI). e 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 

MC 168511, filed June 7, 1983. 
Applicant: JAMES J. KASPER, d.b.a. 
Wisconsin Freight Brokers, 2503 
Rudolph Rd., Eau Claire, WI 54701. 
Representative: James J. Kasper (same 
address as applicant), (715) 834-5790. As 
a broker, of general commodities 
{except household goods), between 
points in the U.S. 


MC 121420 (Sub-25(A)), filed June 2, 
1983. Applicant: DART TRUCKING 
COMPANY, INC., 61 Railroad St. P.O. 
Box 89, Canfield, OH 4406. 
Representative: Michael Spurlock, 275 
East State St., Columbus, OH 43215, 
(614) 228-8575. Transporting general 
commodities (except classes A and B 
explosives, and household goods), 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 
and HI). 

Note.—Applicant has concurrently filed a 
fitness application docketed MC~121420 Sub 
25 (B) published in this same Federal Register 
issue. 


For the following, please direct status 
inquiries to Team 2, (202) 275-7030. 
Volume No. OP-2-276 


Decided June 17, 1983. 


By the Commission, Review Board 
Members Joyce, Krock, and Williams. 
(Member Krock not participating.) 
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MC 111662 (Sub-4), filed June 1, 1983. 
Applicant: LUND COACHES, INC., P.O. 
Box 158, Wilmington, IL 60481. 
Representative: Robert M. O'Donnell, 
145 W. Wisconsin Ave., Neenah, WI 
54956, 414-722-2848. Transporting 
passengers, in charter and special 
operations, beginning and ending at 
points in IL, IN, MI, and WI, and 
extending to points in the U.S. (except 
AK and HI). 


Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 


MC 127872 (Sub-1), filed June 1, 1983. 
Applicant: GREENFIELD AND 
MONTAGUE, TRANSPORTATION 
AREA, 382 Deerfield St., Greenfield, MA 
01301. Representative: James M. Burns, 
1365 Main St., Suite 403, Springfield, MA 
01103, 413-781-8205. Transporting 
passengers, in charter and special 
operations, between points in CT, DE, 
FL, GA, MA, ME, MD, NC, NH, NJ, NY, 
PA, RI, SC, VA, VT, WV, and DC. 


Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded eharter and special 
transportation. 


MC 168182, filed May 20, 1983. 
Applicant: HOLIDAY MOTOR COACH, 
INC., 4190 Greenwillow, Idaho Falls, ID 
83401. Representative: Timothy R. 
Stivers, P.O. Box 1576, Boise, ID 83701, 
208-343-3071. Transporting (1) 
passengers, in charter and special 
operations, between points in the U.S., 
(2) shipments weighing 100 pounds or 
Jess, if transported in a motor vehicle in 
which no one package exceeds 100 
pounds, between points in the U.S., (3) 
for or on behalf of the United States 
Government, general commodities 
(except used household goods, 
hazardous or secret materials, and 
sensitive weapons and munitions), 
between points in the U.S., and (4) 
passengers and their baggage, in charter 
and special operations, between points 
in the U.S., for the account of the United 
States Government, Idaho State 
Government, Idaho State University, the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day 
Saints (Mormons), and Up With People, 
Inc., of Tucson, AZ. 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 


MC 168482, filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: PETER BREGA 
INCORPORATED, Kings Highway, P.®. 
Box 152, Valley Cottage, NY 10989. 
Representative: John N. Mecchella, 4 
Laurel Rd., New City, NY 10956, (914) 
638-1050. Transporting passengers, in 
charter and special operations, between 
points in the U.S. (except AK and HI). 
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Note.-Applicant seeks to provide privately 
funded charter and special transportation. 

MC 168492, filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: J] VH ENTERPRISES, INC., 
d.b.a. LA FRONTIERA BROKERAGE, 
21203 A Hawthorne Blvd., Suite. 5242, 
Torrance, CA 90509. Representative: 
James Van Hosen (same address as 
applicant), 213-316-1886. As a broker of 
general commodities (except household 
goods), between points in the U.S. 


MC 168503, filed June 7, 1983. 
Applicant: PETER GALLYOT, d.b.a. 
CHARTER ENTERPRISES, 
INCORPORATED, 783 Fairway Dr., 
Bensenville, IL 60106. Representative: 
Peter Gallyot (same address as 
applicant), 312-860-2980. Transporting 
passengers, in charter and special 
operations, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI). 

Note.-Applicant seeks to provide privately 
funded charter and special transportation. 

MC 168512, filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: BEST LIMOUSINE 
COMPANY, INC., 8536 Ridgeway St., 
Philadelphia, PA 19111. Representative: 
Alan R. Squires, 818 Widener Bldg., 1339 
Chestnut St., Philadelphia, PA 19107, 
215-564-3880. Transporting passengers, 
in charter and special operations, 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 
and HI). 

Note.-Applicant seeks to provide privately 
funded charter and special transportation. 

MC 168513, filed June 7, 1983. 
Applicant: D & U ENTERPRISES, INC., 
118 Monahan Ave., Dunmore, PA 18512. 
Representative: Ronald N. Cobert, Suite 
501, 1730 M St., NW, Washington, DC 
20036, 202-296-2900. As a broker of 
general commodities (except household 
goods), between points in the U.S. 
(except Ak and HI). 


MC 168552, filed June 9, 1983. 
Applicant: JOHN A. GRAFF, d.b.a. 
GRAFF TRANSPORT SYSTEMS, 1905 
South 1st St., Milwaukee, WI 53204. 
Representative: John A. Graff, (same 
address as applicant), 414-645-0414. As 
a broker of general commodities (except 
household goods), between points in the 
U.S. 


MC 168562, filed June 9, 1983. 
Applicant: H & M BUS COMPANY, 
INC., Rt. 1, Bonanza Circle, Piedmont, 
SC 29673. Representative: David D. 
Cantrell, Jr., P.O. Box 955, 209 East First 
Ave., Easley, SC 29640, (803) 859-3317. 
Transporting passengers, in charter and 
special operations, beginning and ending 
at points in Greenville, Anderson, 
Laurens, Pickens and Spartanburg 
Counties, SC, and extending to points in 
FL, AL, MS, LA, GA, SC, NC, TN, KY, 
VA, WV, OH, MD, PA, NY, NJ, DE, and 
DC. 


Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 

_ MC 168563, filed June 9, 1983. 
Applicant: J & J BUS COMPANY, INC., 
889 Frelinghuysen Ave., Newark, NJ 
07114. Representative: James M. Burns, 
1365 Main St., Suite 403, Springfield, MA 
01103, (413) 781-8205. Transporting 
passengers, in charter and special 
operations, between points in the U.S. 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 


For the following, please direct status 
calls to Team 5 at 202-275-7289. 


Volume No. OP5-300 


Decided: June 16, 1983. 

By the Commission, Review Board 
Members Carleton, Krock and Dowell. 

MC 39678 (Sub-1), filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: HARMON & REGALIA, INC., 
4 Seventh St., Englewood Cliffs, NJ 
07632. Representative: Ronald I. Shapss, 
450 7th Ave., New York, NY 10123, (212) 
239-4610. Transporting passengers, in 
special and charter operations, between 
points in the U.S. (except HI). 

Note.—Applicant seeks fo provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 


Volume No. OP5-301 


Decided: June 16, 1983. 

By the Commission, Review Board 
Members Dowell, Carleton, and Joyce. 

MC 162549 (Sub-2), filed June 9, 1983. 
Applicant: RIVER CITY FOREST 


PRODUCTS, INC., Indiana Hwy. 60, P.O. 


Box 52, Borden, IN 47106. 
Representative: Robert H. Kinker, 314 
West Main Street, P.O. Box 464, 
Frankfort, KY 40602, (502) 223-8244. To 
operate as a broker of general 
commodities (except household goods), 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 
and HJ). 


Volume No. OP5-302 
Decided: June 16, 1983. 


By the Commission, Review Board 
Members Joyce, Fortier, and.Krock. 

MC 168379, filed May 27, 1983. 
Applicant: SCHOOL SERVICES, INC., 
2208 N. Ash, Ponca City, OK 73601. 
Representative: William P. “arker, 4400 
N. Lincoln, Suite 10, Oklahoma City, OK 
73105, (405) 424-3301. Transporting 
passengers, in charter and special 
operations, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI). 

Note.—Applitant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 

MC 168398, filed June 1, 1983. 
Applicant: TSE, P.O. Box 8129 216 Trade 


29071 


St., Missoula, MT 59807. Representative: 
Robert H. Roullier (same address as 
applicant), (406) 728-5510. To operate as 
a broker of general commodities (except 
household goods), between points in the 
US. 


MC 168418, filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: MONTICELLO BUS 
SERVICE, INC., 200 South West Union 
St., Monticello, IL 61856. Representative: 
Bruce E. Pinks (same address as 
applicant), 217-762-5091. Transporting 
passengers, in charter and special 
operations, between points in the U.S. 
(except HI). 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 


MC 1684839, filed June 7, 1983. 
Applicant: WESTWAYS TRANSPORT, 
INC., P.O. Box 391, Burlington, WA 
98233. Representative: Reed L. Sherer, 
242 Cervantes, Lake Oswego, OR 97034, 
(503) 636-5220. To operate as a broker of 
general commodities (except household 
goods) between points in the U.S. 


Volume No. OP5-303 


Decided: June 17, 1983. 

By the Commission, Review Board 
Members Williams, Parker and Joyce 
(Member Parker not participating). 

MC 27518, (Sub-1), filed June 1, 1983. 
Applicant: CHESHIRE 
TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, INC., 
P.O. Box 425, Lower Main St., Keene, 
NH 03431. Representative: James M. 
Burns, 1365 Main St., Suite 403, 
Springfield, MA 01103, 413-781-8205. 
Transporting passengers, in charter and 
special operations, between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI). 

Note.—Applicant seeks to provide 
privately funded charter and special 
transportation. 


MC 145198, (Sub- 2(b)), filed June 8, 
1983. Applicant: PENN TRANSFER, 
INC., 131 North Summit St. Akron, OH 
44309. Representative: Michael Spurlock, 
275 East State St. Columbus, OH 43215, 
(614) 228-8575. To operate as a broker of 
general commodities (except household 
goods), between points in the U.S. 

[FR Doc. 83-17099 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


Motor Carrier Permanent Authority 
Decisions; Decision-Notice 


_Motor Common and Contract Carriers 
of Property (except fitness-only) Motor 
Common Carriers of Passengers (public 
interest); Freight Forwarders; Water 
Carriers; Household Goods Brokers. The 
following applications for motor 
common or contract carriers of property, 
water carriage, freight forwarders, and 





household goods brokers are governed 
by Subpart A of Part 1160 of the 
Commission's General Rules of Practice. 
See 49 CFR Part 1160, Subpart A, 
published in the Federal Register on 
November 1, 1982, at 47 FR 49583, which 
redesignated the regulations at 49 CFR 
1100.251, published in the Federal 
Register December 31, 1980. For 
compliance procedures, see 49 CFR 
1160.19. Persons wishing to oppose an 
application must follow the rules under 
49 CFR Part 1160, Subpart B. 

The following applications for motor 
common carriage of passengers, filed on 
or after November 19, 1982, are 
governed by Subpart D of 49 CFR Part 
1160, published in the Federal Register 
on November 24, 1982 at 47 FR 53271. 
For compliance procedures, see 49 CFR 
1160.86. Carriers operating pursuant to 
an intrastate certificate also must 
comply with 49 U.S.C. 10922(c)(2)(E). 
Persons wishing to oppose an 
application must follow the rules under 
49 CFR Part 1160, Subpart E. In addition 
to fitness grounds, these applications 
may be opposed on the grounds that the 
transportation to be authorized is not 
consistent with the public interest. 

Applicant’s representative is required 
to mail a copy of an application, 
including all supporting evidence, within 
three days of a request and upon 
payment to applicant's representative of 
$10.00. 

Amendments to the request for 
authority are not allowed. Some of the 
applications may have been modified 
prior to publication to conform to the 
Commission's policy of simplifying 
grants of operating authority. 


Findings 


With the exception of those 
applications involving duly noted 
problems (e.g., unresolved common 
control, fitness, water carrier dual 
operations, or jurisdictional questions) 
we find, preliminarily, that each 
applicant has demonstrated that it is fit, 
willing, and able to perform the service 
proposed, and to conform to the 
requirements of Title 49, Subtitle IV, 
United States Code, and the 
Commission's regulations. 

We make an additional preliminary 
finding with respect to each of the 
following types of applications as 
indicated: common carrier of property— 
that the service proposed will serve a 
useful public purpose, responsive to a 
public demand or need; water common 
carrier—that the transportation to be 
provided under the certificate is or will 
be required by the public convenience 
and necessity; water contract carrier, 
motor contract carrier of property, 
freight forwarder, and household goods 


broker—that the transportation will be 
consistent with the public interest and 
the transportation policy of section 
10101 of chapter 101 of Title 49 of the 
United States Code. 

These presumptions shall not be 
deemed to exist where the application is 
opposed. Except where noted, this 
decision is neither a major Federal 
action significantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment nor a major 
regulatory action under the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act of 1975. 

In the absence of legally sufficient 
opposition in the form of verified 
statements filed on or before 45 days 
from date of publication (or, if the 
application later becomes unopposed), 
appropriate authorizing documents will 
be issued to applicants with regulated 
operations (except those with duly 
noted problems) and will remain in full 
effect only as long as the applicant 
maintains appropriate compliance. The 
unopposed applications involving new 
entrants will be subject to the issuance 
of an effective notice setting forth the 
compliance requirements which must be 
satisfied before the authority will be 
issued. Once this compliance is met, the 
authority will be issued. 

Within 60 days after publication an 
applicant may file a verified statement 
in rebuttal to any statement in 
opposition. 

To the extent that any of the authority 
granted may duplicate an applicant's 
other authority, the duplication shall be 
construed as conferring only a single 
operating right. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 


Note.—All applications are for authority to 
operate as a motor common carrier in 
interstate or foreign commerce over irregular 
routes, unless noted otherwise. Applications 
for motor contract carrier authority are those 
where service is for a named shipper “under 
contract.” Applications filed under 49 U.S.C. 
10922(c)(2)(B) to operate in intrastate 
commerce over regular routes as a motor 
common carrier of passengers are duly noted. 


Please direct status inquiries to Team 1 
at (202) 275-7992 


Decision Volume No. OP1-227 (N) 


Decided, June 14, 1983. 

By the Commission, Review Board, 
Members, Joyce, Carleton, and Fortier. 

FF-700, filed June 6, 1983. Applicant: 
AMERICAN MOPAC 
INTERNATIONAL, INC., P.O. Box 571, 
Corte Madera, CA 94925. 
Representative: Alan F. Wohlstetter, 
1700 K St., NW., Washington, DC 20006, 
(202) 833-8884. As a freight forwarder in 
connection with the transportation of 
used household goods, unaccompanied 
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baggage, and used automobiles, 
between points in the U.S. 


MC 120451 (Sub-4), filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: NEW ENGLAND 
FURNITURE EXPRESS, INC., 203 East 
Broadway, Gardner, MA 01440. 
Representative: Kenneth E. Miller (same 
address as applicant), (617) 632-7200. 
Transporting furniture and fixtures, (a) 
between points in CT, RI, and Albany, 
Columbia, Fulton, Montgomery, 
Rensselaer, Saratoga, Schenectady and 
Washington Counties, NY, and (b) 
between points in CT, RI, and Albany, 
Columbia, Fulton, Montgomery, 
Rensselaer, Saratoga, Schenectady, and 
Washington Counties, NY, on the one 
hand, and, on the other, points in ME, 
MA, NH, and VT. 


MC 134820 (Sub-17), filed June 3, 1983. 
Applicant: R.S. ALBRIGHT, INC., P.O. 
Box 81025, 833 S. First St., Kent, WA 
98108. Representative: James T. Johnson, 
1610 IBM Bldg., Seattle, WA 98101, (206) 
783-2243. Transporting general 
commodities (except classes A and B 
explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except HI). 

MC 144520 (Sub-1), filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: HANS BODY SHOP, 1720 
State St., Bettendorf, IA 52722. 
Representative: Steven C. 
Schoenebaum, 1100 Carriers Bldg., 601 
Locust, Des Moines, IA 50309, (515) 283- 
2076. Transporting Disabled or 
repossessed motor vehicles and 
replacement motor vehicles, between 
points in IA, IL, IN, MO, WI, NE and 
MN. 

MC 155931 (Sub-1), filed June 8, 1983. 
Applicant: DARRELL W. BOWMAN, 
d.b.a. AERODYNE EXPRESS, 740 River 
Loop #2, Eugene, OR 97404. 
Representative: Darrell W. Bowman 
(same address as applicant), (503) 688- 
0660. Transporting food and related 
products, between points in AR, ID, LA, 
OK, OR, TX, and WA. 


. MC 158651 (Sub-13), filed June 7, 1983. 
Applicant: GRAEBEL VAN LINES, INC., 
719 North Third Ave., Wausau, WI 
54401. Representative: John E. Koci 
(same address as applicant), (715) 675- 
9481. Transporting household goods, 
between points in the U.S., under 
continuing contract(s) with United 
Telecommunications, Inc., of Westwood, 
KS. 


MC 163710 (Sub-5), filed June 8, 1983. 
Applicant: WESTERN LIQUID 
TRANSPORT, 2120 Harbor St., Pittsburg, 
CA 94565. Representative: Eldon M. 
Johnson, 650 California St., Suite 2808, 
San Francisco, CA 94108, (415) 986-8696. 
Transporting commodities in bulk, 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 


. 
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and HI), under continuing contract(s) 
with Union Chemicals Division, 
Petrochemical Group, of Union Oil 
Company of California, of Schaumburg, 
IL. 


MC 168450, filed June 3, 1983. 
Applicant: P. A. TRANSPORTATION, 
INC., St. B, 10365 N. Vancouver Way, 
Portland, OR 97217. Representative: 
Paula A. Chamberlain (same address as 
applicant), (503) 289-6841. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except HI), under continuing 
contract(s) with P. A. Transport Brokers, 
Inc., of Portland, OR. 


Decision Volume No. OP1-229 (N) 


Decided: June 13, 1983. 


By the Commission, Review Board, 
Members Joyce, Dowell, and Krock. 


MC 57241 (Sub-3), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: GRANT'S EXPRESS, INC., 
230 Southwest Cut-Off (rear), Worcester, 
MA 01604. Representative: Frederick T. 
O'Sullivan, P.O. Box 2184, Peabody, MA 
01960, (617) 535-5430. Transporting 
general commodities except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
MA, on the one hand, and, on the other, 
points in MA, NH, ME, VT, RI, CT, NY 
and NJ. 

Note.—Approval of the authority in this 
proceeding is conditioned upon the prior or 
co-incidental cancellation of the authority in 
Certificate of Registration No. MC-57241. 


MC 112210 (Sub-6), filed May 23, 1983. 
Applicant: ROBERT G. OWEN 
TRUCKING, INC., 49 Ohio St., Navarre, 
OH 44662. Representative: Richard H. 
Brandon, 220 W. Bridge St., P.O. Box 97, 
Dublin, OH 43017, (614) 889-2531. 
Transporting (1) such commodities as 
are dealt in or used by wholesale 
grocers, and (2) pulp, paper and related 
products, between those points in and 
east of WI, IL, MO, AR and LA. 

Note.—This issuance of a certificate in this 
proceeding will be conditioned upon the prior 
or coincidental cancellation of permits No. 
MC-112210, Sub 2, Sub 3, Sub 4 and Sub 5 at 
the applicants request. 


MC 127550 (Sub-12), filed May 31, 
1983. Applicant: BOSCH TRUCKING 
COMPANY, INC., 5600 South 
Washington St., Bartonville, IL 61607. 
Representative: Robert T. Lawley, 300 
Reisch Bldg., Springfield, IL 62701, (217 
544-5468. Transporting general : 
commodities (except classes A and B 
explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with Montgomery 
Ward Company, of Chicago, IL. 


MC 156720 (Sub-1), filed May 23, 1983. 
Applicant: McNEILL TRUCKING 
COMPANY, INC., Box 456, Calico Rock, 
AR 72519. Representative: Thomas E. 
Leahy, Jr., 1980 Financial Center, Des, 
Moines, IA 50309, (515) 245-4300. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives and 
household goods), between points in the 
U.S, (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with Yankee 
Express, Inc., of Perry, IA. 


Decision-Volume No. OP1-231 


Decided: June 14, 1983. 

By the Commission, The Review Board, 
Members Williams, Joyce and Fortier. 

W 1290 (Sub-4), filed May 23, 1983. 
Applicant: CROSS-SOUND FERRY 
SERVICES, INC., 2 Ferry St., P.O. Box 


. 33, New London, CT 06320. 


Representative: Eugene D. Gulland, 1201 
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., P.O. Box 7566, 
Washington, DC 20044, (202) 662-5504. 
To operate as a common carrier, by 
water, by self-propelled vessels, in 
interstate and foreign commerce, in the 
transportation of passengers, general 
commodities, automobiles with 
passengers, and tractors, trailers and 
trucks, between New London, CT, on 
the one hand, and, on the other, 
Montauk, Long Island, NY. 

MC 94201 (Sub-208), filed May 25, 
1983. Applicant: BOWMAN 
TRANSPORTATION, INC., P.O. Box 
17744, Atlanta, GA 30316. 
Representative: Gerald D. Colvin, Jr., 
601-09 Frank Nelson Bldg., Birmingham, 
AL 35203, (205) 251-2881. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with the Clorox 
Company, of Oakland, CA, and its 
divisions. 

MC 117201 (Sub-63), filed May 25, 
1983. Applicant: INTERSTATE 
DISTRIBUTION CO., 8311 Durango 
S.W., Tacoma, WA 98499. 
Representative: George R. LaBissoniere, 
15 S. Grady Way, Suite 239, Renton, WA 
98055, (206) 228-3807. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods and 
commodites in bulk,) between points in 
the U.S. under continuing contract(s) 
with Pay ‘N Save Corporation, of 
Seattle, WA. 

MC 138420 (Sub-56), filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: CHIZEK ELEVATOR & 
TRANSPORT, INC., P.O. Box 147, 
Cleveland, WI 53015. Representative: 
Wayne W. Wilson, 150 East Gilman St., 
Madison, WI 53703, (608) 256-7444. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosive, 
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household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in the U.S. (except 
AK and HI). 


MC 143831 (Sub-4), filed May 24, 1983. 
Applicant: CLIFF VIESSMAN, INC., 
Clarkfield, MN 56223. Representative: 
Samuel Rubenstein, P.O. Box 5, 
Minneapolis, MN 55440, (612) 542-1121. 
Transporting food and related products, 
between points in Lyon County, MN, on 
the one hand, and, on the other, points 
in the U.S. (except AK and HI). 


MC 165191, filed May 24, 1983. 
Applicant: CHRISTIAN SCHMIDT, Rt. 5, 
Box 650, Easton, MD 21601. 
Representative: James H. Sweeney, P.O. 
Box 9023, Lester, PA‘19113, (215) 365- 
5141. Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in MD and PA, on 
the one hand, and, on the other, those 
points in the U.S. in and east of MN, IA, 
MO, AR, and LA. 


MC 166281 (Sub-1), filed June 3, 1983. 
Applicant: L. W. MILLER 
TRANSPORTATION, INC., 1180 W. 2nd 
N., Logan, UT 84321. Representative: 
Bruce W. Shand, Ste. 280, 311 S. State 
St., Salt Lake, UT 84111, (801) 531-1300. 
Transporting buidling materials, metal 
products, and machinery, between those 
points in the U.S. in the west of MT, 
Wy, CO, NM and TX (except AK and 
HI). 

MC 168491, filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: DOW TRANSPORT, INC., 
308 Knickerbocker Ave., Paterson, NJ 
07503. Represntative: George A. Olsen, 
P.O. Box 357, Gladstone, NJ 07934, (201) 
234-0301. Transporting general 
commodities (except classes A and B 
explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI). 


Decision Volume No. OP-1-232 


Decided: June 14, 1983. 


By the Commission, The Review Board, 
Members Dowell, Joyce and Fortier. 


MC 7840 (Sub-47) filed May 23, 1983. 
Applicant: ST. LAWRENCE 
FREIGHTWAYS, INC., P.O. Box 211, 
Watertown, NY 13601. Representative: 
E. Stephen Heisley, 1919 Pennsylvania 
Ave., NW., Suite 500, Washington, DC 
20006, (202) 828-5015. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between those 
points in the U.S. in and east of MN, IA, 
MO, AR and LA. 


MC 129410 (Sub-34), filed June 2, 1983. 
Applicant: BONCOSKY 
TRANSPORTATION, INC., 1301 
Industrial Drive, Algonquin, IL 60102. 
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Representative: Carl L. Steiner, 135 
South LaSalle St., Chicago, IL 60603, 
(312) 236-9375. Transporting general 
commodities {except classes A and B 
explosives and household goods), 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 
and HI), under continuing contract(s) 
with Boncosky Brokerage and Leasing 
Co., of Algonquin, IL. 

MC 147311 (Sub-10), filed June 2, 1983. 
Applicant: T & S TRANSPORTATION, 
INC., 7420 Ranco Rd., P.O. Box 9729, 
Richmond, VA 23228. Representative: 
William P. Jackson, Jr., 3426 N. 
Washington Blvd., P.O. Box 1240, 
Arlington, VA 22210, (703) 525-4050. 
Transporting food and related products, 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 
and HI). 

MC 152420 (Sub-3), filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: LAND TRANSPORT 
CORPORATION, 24 Sabrina Rd., 
Wellesley, MA 02181. Representative: 
James E. Mahoney, 148 State St., Boston, 
MA 02109, (617) 523-2660. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with Newton 
Buying Corporation, of Framingham, MA 
and Eagle Can Co., of Peabody, MA. 

MC 154050 (Sub-7), filed May 26, 1983. 
Applicant: CARRIER SYSTEMS 
INTERNATIONAL MOTOR FREIGHT, 
INC., 2000 Market St., Philadelphia, PA 
19103. Representative: James W. 
Patterson, 1800 Penn Mutual Tower, 510 
Walnut St., Philadelphia, PA 19106, (215) 
925-8300. Transporting general 
commodities (except classes A and B 
explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI). 


MC 154381 (Sub-3}, filed May 17, 1983. 
Applicant: PRETLOW BROS. 
TRUCKING CO., INC., 121 E. Marshall 
St., Richmond, VA 23219. 
Representative: Revardo C. Pretlow 
(same address as applicant), (804) 649- 
0875. Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodites in 
bulk), between points in CA and those 
points in the U.S. on and east of a line 
beginning at the mouth of the 
Mississippi River and extending along 
the Mississippi River to its junction with 
the western boundary of Itasca County, 
MN, then northward along the western 
boundaries of Itasca and Koochiching 
Counties, MN, to the international 
boundary line between the U.S. and 
Canada, under continuing contract(s) 
with Military Traffic Management 
Command, of Washington, D.C. 

MC 159460 (Sub-1), filed June 2, 1983. 
Applicant: AZAR NUT COMPANY, 


INC., 6975 Commerce, El Paso, TX 79915. 
Representative: Alan Mundell (same 
address as applicant), (915) 779-1212. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in E] Paso County 
TX, on the one hand, and, on the other, 
points in AL, AZ, AR, CA, CO, CT, FL, 
GA, IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, MD, MA, MI, 
MN, MT, NE, NJ, NM, NY, NC, OH, OK, 
OR, PA, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, 
WI and WY. 

MC 167951, filed May 10, 1983. 
Applicant: CONSOLIDATED 
WHOLESALE, P.O. Box 467, Hampton, 
GA 30228. Representative: David L. 
Capps, P.O. Box 924, Douglasville, GA 
30133, (404) 949-7756. Transporting (1) 
fertilizer and horticulture supplies, (2) 
food and related products, (3) textile 
mill products, and (4) textile waste, 
between points in CA, and GA, on the 
one hand, and, on the other, points in 
AL, AR, AK, CA, CO, DE, FL, GA, ID, IL, 
IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, MD, MI, MS, MO, 
NE, NV, NJ, NM, NY, NC, OH, OK, OR, 
PA, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WV, WY and 
DC. 


MC 168251, filed May 23, 1983. 
Applicant: BLADES FARMS, 11993 
Silver Falls Hwy, SE, Aumsville, OR 
97325. Representative: Roger Blades 
(same address as appllicant), (503) 769- 
2202. Transporting /umber and wood 
products, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI), under continuing 
contract(s) with Cedar Lumber, Inc., of 
Mill City, OR. 


Decision Volume No. OP-1-233 


Decided: June 15, 1983. 

By the Commission, The Review Board, 
Members Dowell, Carleton, and Forntier. 

MC 110420 (Sub-862), filed June 7, 
1983. Applicant: QUALITY CARRIERS, 
INC., 100 Waukegan Road, P.O. Box 
1000, Lake Bluff, IL 60044. 
Representative: Michael V. Kaney (same 
address as applicant), (312) 295-5700. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives and 
household goods), between points in the 
U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with Kraft, Inc., of 
Glenview, IL. 

MC 138550 (Sub-3), filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: W. SMITH CARTAGE CO. 
INC., 7013 Sands Road, Crystal Lake, IL 
60014, Representative: James R. Madler, 
120 W. Madison Street, Chicago, IL 
60603, (312) 712-6525, Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods, and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
IL, on the one hand, and, on the other, 
points in IA, IN, KY, MI, MN, MO, NE, 
OH, TN, AL, WI, FL and GA. 
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MC 142630 (Sub-8), filed June 8, 1983. 
Applicant: FUGAZY EXPRESS, INC., 
767—3rd Avenue, New York, NY 10017. 
Representative: Arthur Wagner, 342 
Madison Avenue, New York, NY 10173, 
(212) 755-9500. Over regular routes, 
transporting passengers, (1) between 
Stratford, CT, and New York, NY, from 
Stratford over access roads to CT Hwy 
110, then over CT Hwy 110 to junction 
CT Hwy 15 (Merritt Parkway), then over 
CT Hwy 15 to Interstate Hwy 678 
(Hutchinson River Parkway), then over 
Interstate Hwy 678 to Whitestone 
Bridge, then over Whitestone Bridge and 
Interstate Hwy 678 to junction Grand 
Central Parkway, then over Grand 
Central Parkway to LaGuardia Airport, 
then over Grand Central Parkway to 
Interstate Hwy 678 (Van Wyck 
Expressway), then over Van Wyck 
Expressway to John F. Kennedy 
International Airport, and return over 
the same route, (2) between New Haven, 
CT, and New York, NY, from New 
Haven over access roads to junction 
Interstate Hwy 95, then over Interstate 
Hwy 95 to junction Interstate Hwy 678 
(Hutchinson River Parkway), then over 
Interstate Hwy 678 to Whitestone 
Bridge, then over Whitestone Bridge and 
Interstate Hwy 678 to John F. Kennedy 
International Airport, and return over 
the same route, and (3) between 
Hutchinson River Parkway at or near 
Harrison, NY, and Interstate Hwy 95 at 
or near Portchester, NY, over Interstate 
Hwy 287, serving all intermediate points 
in connection with routes (1) through (3) 
above. 

Note: Applicant seeks to provide regular- 
route service in interstate or foreign 
commerce and in intrastate commerce under 
49 U.S.C. 10922(c)(2)(B). 


MC 146050 (Sub-7), filed June 2, 1983. 
Applicant: ALPHA & OMEGA 
TRANSPORT, INC., P.O. Box 31004, 
Charlotte, NC 28231. Representative: 
Joseph L. Steinfeld, Jr., 915 Pennsylvania 
Bldg., 425—13th Street, N.W., 
Washington, DC 20004, (202) 737-1030. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in the U.S. (except 
AK and HI). 


MC 154621 (Sub-6), filed June 9, 1983. 
Applicant: MONROE WAREHOUSE 
COMPANY, INC., P.O. Box 2525, 
Monroe, LA 71207. Representative: 
Donald B. Morrison, P.O. Box 22628, 
Jackson, MS 39205, (601) 948-8820. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in the U.S. under 
continuing contract(s) with MISCO, Inc., 
Motor Supply Warehouse, Inc., and Poly 
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Processing, Inc., all of Monroe, LA, 
White Rock Beverage, Inc., of 
Whitestone, NY, and Bancroft Bag, Inc., 
of West Monroe, LA, and its 
subsidiaries. 

MC 168500, filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: MCDONALD TRUCKING, 
INC., 344 Plainfield Avenue, Edison, NJ 
08817. Representative: Joseph C. Bonk, 
2100 Oak Tree Road, Edison, NJ 08820, 
(201) 494-1234. Transporting (1) pet food 
and (2) printed matter, between points 
in U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with Foster 
Canning Co., Inc., of Farmingdale, NJ, in 
(1) and General Freight, Inc., of Teaneck, 
NJ, in (2) above. 

MC 168530, filed June 8, 1983. 
Applicant: ROYAL MOTOR 
EXPRESSWAYS, INC., 1801 S. 21st 
Street, Parsons, KS 67357. 
Representative: Charles L. Williams 
(same address as applicant), (316) 421- 
3890. Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in AL, AR, CO, FL, 
GA, IA, IL, IN, KY, KS, LA, MI, MN, MO, 
MS, ND, NE, NM, OH, OK, SD, TN, TX, 
WI, and WY. Condition: The person or 
persons who appear to be engaged in 
common control of another regulated 
carrier must either (1) state that a 
petition has been filed under 49 U.S.C. 

§ 11343(e) seeking an exemption from 
the requirements of 49 U.S.C.§ 11343, (2) 
file an application under 49 U.S.C. 

§ 11343(A), or (3) submit an affidavit 
indicating why such approval is 
unnecessary, to the Secretary's office. In 
order to expedite issuance of any 
authority please submit a copy of this 
filing to Team 1, Room 2379. 


Decision Volume No. OP1-235 (N) 


Decided: June 13, 1983. 

By the Commission, The Review Board, 
Members Dowell, Joyce, and Krock. 

MC 2900 (Sub-468), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: RYDER TRUCK LINES, INC., 
P.O. Box 2408, Jacksonville, FL 32203. 
Representative: S. E. Somers, Jr. (same 
address as applicant), (904) 353-3111. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods, and commodities in 
bulk), between points in the U.S. (except 
AK and HI), under continuing 
contract(s) with Monsanto Company, of 
St. Louis, MO. 

MC 2960 (Sub-50), filed May 23, 1983. 
Applicant: ENGLAND 
TRANSPORTATION COMPANY OF 
TEXAS, INC., P.O. Box 4362, Houston, 
TX 77210. Representative: Doyle G.. 
Owens, P.O. Box 7735, Beaumont, TX 
77706, (409) 898-8086. Transporting /ron 
and steel articles, between points in 


Orleans Parish, LA, on the one hand, 
and, on the other, points in Adams 
County, MS. 


MC 121420 (Sub-25(B)), filed June 2, 
1983. Applicant: DART TRUCKING - 
COMPNAY, INC., 61 Railroad St., P.O. 
Box 89, Canfield, OH 44406. 
Representative: Michael Spurlock, 275 
East State St., Columbus, OH 43215, 
(614) 228-8575. As a broker, of general 
commodities (except household goods), 
between points in the U.S. 

Note.—Applicant has concurrently filed a 
non-fitness application docketed MC-121420 
Sub 25(A) published in this same Federal 
Register issue. 

MC 147321 (Sub-9), filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: BILL STARR TRUCKING, 
INC., 1041 S. Vista Drive, Independence, 
MO 64056. Representative: Alex M. 
Lewandowski, 1221 Baltimore Ave., Ste. 
600, Kansas City, MO 64105, (816) 221- 
1464. Transporting paper and paper 
products, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI), under continuing 
contract(s) with Bowater Southern Paper 
Co., of Calhoun TN. 


For the following, please direct status 
inquiries about the following to Team 
Three (3) at (202) 275-5223. 


Volume No. OP3-266 


Decided: June 15, 1983. 

By the Commission, Review Board 
members Carleton, Fortier, and Krock. 

MC 2934 (Sub-155), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: AERO MAYFLOWER 
TRANSIT COMPANY, INC., 9998 N. 
Michigan Rd., Carmel, IN 46032. 
Representative: W. G. Lowry, (same 
address as applicant), (317) 875-1142. 
Transporting household goods, between 
points in the U.S. (except AK and HI), 
under continuing contract({s) with Arco 
Oil & Gas Co., of Dallas, TX. 

MC 126904 (Sub-47), filed June 3, 1983. 
Applicant: H. C. PARRISH TRUCK 
SERVICE, INC., R.R. 2, P.O. BOX 264 
Freeburg, IL 62243. Representative: 
James W. Patterson, 1800 Penn Mutual 
Tower, 510 Walnut St., Philadelphia, PA 
19106, (215) 925-8300. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives and household goods), 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 
and HI). 

MC 135725 (Sub-26), filed May 31, 
1983. Applicant: FRY TRUCKING, INC., 
507 W. 5th St., Wilton, [A 52778. 
Representative: Kenneth F. Dudley, P.O. 
Box 279, Ottumwa, IA 52501, (515) 682- 
8154. Transporting (1) chemicals and 
related products, transportation 
equipment, and such coinmodities as are 
dealt in or used by auto parts dealers, 
between points in IL, LA, and MO, on the 
one hand, and, on the other, points in 
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GA, IL, IA, KS, and MO, (2) pulp, paper 
and related products, and food and 
related products, between points in IA 
and MN, on the one hand, and, on the 
other, points in the U.S. (except AK and 
HI), and (3) food and related products, 
and chemicals and related products, 
between points in GA, on the one hand, 
and, on the other, points in AL, FL, GA, 
IN, IA, LA, MS, TN, and TX. 

MC 147044 (Sub-5), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: SOUTHWEST TRAILS, INC., 
6510 Cherry St., Long Beach, CA 90806. 
Representative: Marsha N. Honda, 1545 
Wilshire Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90017, 
(213) 483-4700. Transporting petroleum 
and petroleum products, between points 
in CA, AZ, and NV. 

MC 153764 (Sub-3), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: TURNER TRUCK SERVICE, 
INC., Rt. 1, Box 520K-45, Blanchard, OK 
73010. Representative: William P. 
Parker, 4400 N. Lincoln, Suite 10, 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105, (405) 424— 
3301. Transporting food and related 
products, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI). 

MC 156755 (Sub-2), filed May 23, 1983. 
Applicant: F.A.R. TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES, INC., P.O. Box 2273, Corona, 
CA 91720. Representative: Milton W. 
Flack, 8484 Wilshire Blvd., #840, Beverly 
Hills, CA 90211, (213) 655-3573. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in CA, on the one 
hand, and, on the other, points in the 
U.S. (except AK and HI). 

MC 157265 (Sub-1), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: D & B TRUCKING, INC., 3333 
So. Cicero Ave., Cicero, IL 60605. 
Representative: Philip A. Lee, 120 W. 
Madison Suite 618, Chicago, IL 60602, 
(312) 236-8225. Transporting genera! 
commodities (except classes A and B 
explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI). 

MC 159434 (Sub-2), filed June 3, 1983. 
Applicant: FEDERAL TRANSPORT, 
INC., 5658 Elmore Rd., Bartlett, TN 
38134. Representative: Thomas A. 
Stroud, 109 Madison Ave., Memphis, TN 
38103, (901) 526-2900. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods, and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI). 

MC 164604, filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: FERGUSON FARMS Z 
TRANSPORTATION, P.O. Box AB, 
Green Forest, AR 72638. Representative: 
Don Garrison, P.O. Box 1065, 
Fayetteville, AR 72702, (501) 521-8121. 
Transporting (1) malt beverages, 
between points in Pulaski, Sebastian 





and Washington Counties, AR, on the 
one hand, and, on the other, points in 
AL, GA, IA, MN, MO, MS, NE, TN and 
WA and (2) such commodities as are 
dealt in or used by discount, variety and 
grocery stores, between points in Boone 
County, AR, Dale County, AL, Lancaster 
County, NE and Washoe County, NV, on 
the one hand, and, on the other, points 
in the U.S. (except AK and HI). 

MC 165565 (Sub-1), filed June 3, 1983. 
Applicant: DAVES CATTLE 
COMPANY, INC., Rt. 3, Box 83-B, York, 
SC 29745. Representative: Bruce M. 
Poore, P.O. Box 919, York, SC 29745, 
(803) 684-3131. Transporting food and 
related products, between points in 
Union County, NC, on the one hand, 
and, on the other, points in NJ, NY, IL, 
KY, MD, VA, AL, PA, and CA. 
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Decided: June 16, 1983. 

By the Commission, Review Board 
Members Krock, Williams, and Dowell. 

MC 46054 (Sub-88), filed May 20, 1983. 
Applicant: BROWN EXPRESS, INC., 
P.O. Box 9244, San Antonio, TX 78204. 
Representative: Jack Dawson (same 
address as applicant), (512) 226-5391. 
Transporting general commodities 
{except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in TX. 

Note.—Applicant intends to tack this 
authority to its existing regular route 
authority in MC-46054 Sub 83X and 85X. 

MC 53965 (Sub-209), filed May 31, 
1983. Applicant: GRAVES TRUCK LINE, 
INC., 8717 W. 110th St., Suite 700, 
Overland Park, KS 66210. 
Representative: Bruce A. Bullock, One 
Woodward Ave., 26th F1., Detroit, MI 
48226, (313) 496-3534. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods, and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with Ralston 
Purina Company and its subsidiaries, of 
St. Louis, MO. 

MC 110525 (Sub-1328), filed May 24, 
1983. Applicant: CHEMICAL LEAMON 
TANK LINES, INC., P.O. Box 200, 
Lionville, PA 19353. Representative: 
Edward J. Kiley, 1730 M St., NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036, (202) 296-2900. 
Transporting commodities in bulk, 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 
and HI), under continuing contract(s) 
with persons engaged in the business of 
manufacturing, distributing, or dealing in 
bulk commodities. 

MC 138104 (Sub-113), filed May 31, 
1983. Applicant: MOORE 
TRANSPORTATION CO., INC., 3509 N. 
Grove St., Fort Worth, TX 76106. 
Representative: Bernard H. English, 6270 


Firth Rd., Fort Worth, TX 76116, (817) 
731-8431. Transporting general 
commodities { except classes A and B 
explosives and household goods) 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 
and HI). 

MC 138635 (Sub-136), filed May 27, 
1983. Applicant: CAROLINA WESTERN 
EXPRESS, INC., P.O. Box 3995, 
Gastonia, NC 28053. Representative: W. 
C. Sutton (same address as applicant), 
(803) 222-4526. Transporting general 
commodities (except classes A and B 
explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with Signode 
Corporation of Glenview, IL. 


MC 146554 (Sub-5), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: GEORGE BRINCKS, 
Templeton, IA 51463. Representative: 
Richard D. Howe, 600 Hubbell Bldg., Des 
Moines, IA 50309, (515) 244-2329. 
Transporting meta/ products between 
points in IA, IL, IN, MO, NE, and OH, on 
the one hand, and, on the other, points 
in CO, ID, NE, UT, and WY. 

MC 157485 (Sub-2), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: EVES TRUCKING CO, INC., 
Route 724, R.D. 1, Phoenixville, PA 
19460. Representative: Raymond A. 
Thistle, Jr., Five Cottman Court, 426 
Cottman St., Jenkintown, PA 19046, (215) 
576-0131. Transporting petroleum and 
petroleum products, between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with West Bank 
Oil, Inc., of Pennsauken, NJ. 

MC 168414 (Sub-1), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: G. C. EXPRESS, INC., Suite 
1800, 100 E. Broad St., Columbus, OH 
43215. Representative: A. Charles Tell 
(same address as applicant), (614) 228- 
1541. Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods, and commodites in 
bulk), between points in Belmont and 
Jefferson Counties, OH, and Hancock 
and Ohio Counties, WV, on the one 
hand, and, on the other, points in the 
U.S. (except AK and Hi). 

MC 168475, filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: KENNETH DESKINS, P.O. 
Box 88, Felts Mills, NY 13638. 
Representative: Michael R. Werner, 241 
Cedar Lane, Teaneck, NJ 07666, (201) 
836-1144. Transporting food and related 
products, between points in NY, on the 
one hand, and, on the other, points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI). 
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Decided: June 16, 1983. 

By the Commission, Review Board 
Members Williams, Dowell, and Carleton. 

MC 19105 (Sub-70), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: FORBES TRANSFER CO. 
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INC., P.O. Box 3547, Wilson, NC 27893. 
Representative: Lawrence E. Lindeman, 
4660 Kenmore Ave., Suite 1203, 
Alexandria, VA 22304, (703) 751-2441. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in the U.S. in and 
east of ND, SD, NE, KS, OK, and TX. 


MC 107515 (Sub-1431), filed May 26, 
1983. Applicant: RTC 
TRANSPORTATION, INC., P.O. Box 
308, Forest Park, GA 30051. 
Representative: Robert W. Gerson, 127 
Peachtree St., N.E., Suite 1400, Atlanta, 
GA 30043, (404) 658-8045. Transporting 
General commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives and household goods, 
and commodities in bulk), between 
points in the U.S. (exept AK and HI}, 
under continuing contract(s) with Shasta 
Beverages, Inc., of Hayward, CA, and 
GTS Transportation Services, Inc., of 
San Jose, CA. 

MC 108435 (Sub-27), filed June 2, 1983. 
Applicant: G & R TRANSPORT, INC., 
4703 Mayflower Avenue, Wausau, WI 
54401. Representative: Nancy J. Johnson, 
103 East Washington Street, Box 218, 
Crandon, WI 54520. Transporting granite 
and marble, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI). 


MC 133655 (Sub-234), filed May 27, 
1983. Applicant: TRANS-NATIONAL 
TRUCK, INC., P.O. Box 402535, Dallas, 
TX 75240. Representative: Thomas E. 
Vanderberg, P.O. Box 2545, Green Bay, 
WI 54306, (414) 498-7689. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, and household goods), 
between points in the U.S. under 
continuing contract(s) with Bowater 
Computer Forms, Inc., of Plano, TX. 


MC 134534 (Sub-15), filed May 31, 
1983. Applicant: BASTERRECHEA 
DISTRIBUTING, INC., P.O. Box 485, 
Gooding, ID 83350: Representative: 
David E. Wishney, P.O. Box 837, Boise, 
ID 83701, (208) 236-5955. Transporting 
(1) such commodities as are dealt in by 
food and grocery business houses, 
between points in AZ, CA, CO, ID, MT, 
NM, NV, OR, TX, UT, WA, and WY, (2) 
petroleum, natural gas and their 
products, between points in OR, on the 
one hand, and, on the other, points in ID, 
MT, OR, UT, WA, and WY, and (3) such 
commodities as are dealt in or used by 
horticultural supply companies, between 
points in AZ, CA, CO, ID, MT, NM, NV, 
OR, UT, WA, and WY. 

MC 144545 (Sub-1), filed June 2, 1983. 
Applicant: CARRIER DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION, P.O. Box 35 Route 208, 
Wallkill, NY 12589. Representative: 
Michael R. Werner, 241 Cedar Lane, 
Teaneck, NJ 07666, (201) 836-1144. 
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Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods and commodities in 
bulk), between points in NY and NJ, on 
the one hand, and, on the other, points 
in the U.S. (except AK and HI). 

MC 148334 (Sub-4), filed May 27, 1983. 
Applicant: BLUE MOUNTAIN 
TRUCKING CORPORATION, P.O. Box 
86, Blue Mountain, MS 38601. 
Representative: Fred W. Johnson, Jr., 
P.O. Box 1291, Jackson, MS 39205, (601) 
355-3543. Transporting general 
commodities (except classes A and B 
explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI). 

MC 163474 (Sub-1), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: EXPEDITED AIR SERVICE, 
INC., 7373 South 6th Street, Oak Creek, 
WI 53154. Representative: Richard C. 
Alexander, 710 N. Plankinton Avenue, 
Milwaukee, WI 53154, (414) 273-7410. 
Transporting general commodities 
(except classes A and B explosives, 
household goods, and commodities in 
bulk), between points in WI, on the one 
hand, and, on the other, Chicago, IL, and 
(2) between Chicago, IL, and points in 
WI, on the one hand, and, on the other, 
points in CA. 

MC 168464, filed June 6, 1983. 
Applicant: DENNIS GASTRICH, d.b.a. 
HIJENAR TRUCKING, 1190 Ten Mile 
Rd., New Richmond, OH 45157. 
Representative: James R. Stiverson, 1396 
W. Fifth Ave., P.O. Box 12241, 
Columbus, OH 43212, (614) 481-8821. 
Transporting iron and steel articles, 
building materials and machinery, 
between points in IL, IN, KY, MD, MI, 
NC, OH, PA, VA and WV. 

MC 168465, filed June 3, 1983. 
Applicant: EUGENE PLUNK, d.b.a. 
GENE PLUNK TRUCKING, 525 Judge 
Lane, Central Point, OR 97502. 
Representative: (same address as 
applicant), (503) 826-9085. Transporting 
building materials, between points in 
CA, OR, WA, ID, NV, UT, CO, AZ, NM, 
TX, OK, MO, IL, and WY. 
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Decided: June 16, 1983. 

By the Commission, Review Board 
Members Krock, Dowell, and Carleton. 

MC 53965 (Sub-208), filed May 31, 
1983. Applicant: GRAVES TRUCK LINE, 
INC., 8717 W. 110th St., Suite 700, 
Overland Park, KS 66210. 
Representative: Bruce A. Bullock, One 
Woodward Ave., 26th Fl., Detroit, MI 
48226, (313) 496-3534. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with General 


Mills, Inc. and its subsidiaries of 
Minneapolis, MN. 

MC 67234 (Sub-85), filed May 27, 1983. 
Applicant: UNITED VAN LINES, INC., 
One United Dr., Fenton, MO 63026. 
Representative: B. W. LaTourette, Jr., 11 
So. Meramec, Suite 1400, St. Louis, MO 
63105, (314) 727-0777. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives and commodities in 
bulk), between points in the U.S., under 
continuing contract(s) with ITT Courier, 
Terminal Systems, Inc. of Tempe, AZ. 

MC 142215 (Sub-4), filed May 27, 1983. 
Applicant: DUKE TRANSPORTATION, 
INC., Rt. 3, Box 29-A, Scott, LA 70583. 
Representative: Colleen McDaniel, P.O. 
Box 3959, 213 W. Vermillion St., Suite 
210, Lafayette, LA 70502, (318) 233-1940. 
Transporting Mercer commodities, 
between points in AL, GA, and FL. 


MC 155044 (Sub-3), filed May 31, 1983. 
Applicant: WILKE FREIGHT LINE, 
INCORPORATED, 843 W. College Ave., 
Waukesha, WI 53186. Representative: 
Joseph E. Ludden, P.O. Box 1567, 2707 
South Ave., La Crosse, WI 54601, (608) 
788-2000. Transporting general 
commodities (except classes A and B 
explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI). 

MC 157494 (Sub-1), filed June 3, 1983. 
Applicant: L & L TRUCKING, INC., Rt. 4, 
Box 180, Atmore, AL 36502. 
Representative: Terry P. Wilson, 428 
South Lawrence Street, Montgomery, AL 
36104, (205) 262-2756. Transporting 
chemicals and related products, 
between points in the U.S. (except AK 
and HI), under continuing contract(s) 
with Sunbelt Chemicals, Inc., of Atmore, 
AL. 

MC 163815, filed May 27, 1983. 
Applicant: HERCULES TRUCKING, 
INC., 1300 Morrical Blvd., Findlay, OH 
45840. Representative: Stephen H. Loeb, 
Suite 4, 2777 Finley Rd., Downers Grove, 
IL 60515, (312) 953-0330. Transporting 
general commodities (except classes A 
and B explosives, household goods and 
commodities in bulk), between points in 
the U.S. (except AK and HI), under 
continuing contract(s) with Hercules 
Tire & Rubber Co. of Findlay, OH. 

MC 168185, filed May 20, 1983. 
Applicant: JERRY HAMMES, d.b.a. 
HAMMES, 6148 Kurt Blvd., Onalaska, 
WI 54650. Representative: Joseph E. 
Ludden, P.O. Box 1567, 2707 South Ave., 
La Crosse, WI 54601, (608) 788-2000. 
Transporting food and related products, 
between Dubuque, IA, and Rochelle, IL, 
on the one hand, and, on the other, 
points in WI, under continuing 
contract(s) with Harry C. Wenzel & 
Sons, Inc., of Marshfield, WI, Gateway 


Foods, Inc., of La Crosse, WI, 
Abbeyland Processing, Inc., of 
Abbottsford, WI, and COPPS 
Distributing Co., of Stevens Point, WI. 
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Decided: June 10, 1983. 


By the Commission, Review Board, 
Members Williams, Joyce, and Fortier. 


MC 119974 (Sub-239), filed May 23, 
1983. Applicant: L. C. L. TRANSIT 
COMPANY, a corporation, 949 Advance 
St., Green Bay, WI 54304. 
Representative: J. J. Gloeckler, P.O. Box 
949, Green Bay, WI 54305, (414) 497- 
7400. Transporting food and related 
products, between points in the U.S. 
(except AK and HI), under continuing 
contract(s) with CPC International, Inc., 
of Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 


[FR Doc. 83-17100 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


[OP1-FC-237] 


Motor Carriers; Finance Applications; 
Decision Notice 


As indicated by the findings below, 
the Commission has approved the 
following applications filed under 49 
U.S.C. 10924, 10926, 10931 and 10932. 

We find: 

Each transaction is exempt from 
section 11343 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, and complies with the 
appropriate transfer rules. 

This decision is neither a major 
Federal action significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment nor a 
major regulatory action under the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 
1975. 

Petitions seeking reconsideration must 
be filed within 20 days from the date of 
this publication. Replies must be filed 
within 20 days after the final date for 
filing petitions for reconsideration; any 
interested person may file and serve a 
reply upon the parties to the proceeding. 
Petitions which do not comply with the 
relevant transfer rules at 49 CFR 1181.4 
may be rejected. 

If petitions for reconsideration are not 
timely filed, and applicants satisfy the 
conditions, if any, which have been 
imposed, the application is granted and 
they will receive an effective notice. The 
notice will recite the compliance 
requirements which must be met before 
the transferee may commence 
operations. 

Applicants must comply with any 
conditions set forth in the following 
decision-notices within 20 days after 
publication, or within any approved 
extension period. Otherwise, the 





decision-notice shall have no further 
effect. 

It is ordered: 

The following applications are 
approved, subject to the conditions 
stated in the publication, and further 
subject to the administrative 
requirements stated in the effective 
notice to be issued hereafter. 


By the Commission. 
Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 
Please direct status inquiries to Team 1, 
(202) 275-7992. 

MC-FC--80124.! By decision of June 
13, 1983, issved under 49 U.S.C. 10926 
and the transfer rules at 49 CFR Part 
1181, the Review Board Members Joyce, 
Krock, and Dowell approved the 
transfer to Intercontinental Express, 
Inc., of Lenexa, KS, of Certificate No. 
78400 (Sub-Nos. 86F and 93F), issued 
January 27, 1981 and March 12, 1981 
respectively, and a portion of Certificate 
No. 78400 (Sub-No. 104X)}, issued 
December 3, 1982, to Beaufort Transfer 
Company of Gerald, MO, authorizing 
transportation of: In Certificate No. MC- 
78400 (Sub-No. 86F) general 
commodities (except those of unusual 
value, classes A and B explosives, 
household goods as defined by the 
Commission, commodities in bulk, and 
those requiring special equipment), 
between the facilities of Custom Printing 
Company, at or near Owensville, MO, 
on the one hand, and, on the other, 
points in the United States (except 
Alaska and Hawaii). In Certificate No. 
MC-78400 (Sub-No. 93F) genera! 
commodities {except those of unusual 
value, classes A and B explosives, 
household goods as defined by the 
Commission, commodities in bulk), 
between Eureka, MO, on the one hand, 
and, on the other, points in the United 
States. In certificate No. MC-78400 (Sub- 
No. 104X) general commodities (except 
classes A and B explosives, 
commodities in bulk, and household 
goods), between points in Gasconade 
County, MO, on the one hand, and, on 
the other, points in the United States 
(except Alaska and Hawaii). Between 
points in St. Louis and Jefferson 
Counties, MO, on the one hand, and, on 
the other, points in the United States. 
[FR Doc. 17085 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
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Motor Carriers; Notice of Proposed 
Exemptions 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


1 This notice supplements the prior notice in this 
proceeding, published March 21, 1983, at 48 FR 
11796. 


action: Notices of proposed 
exemptions. 


SUMMARY: The motor carriers shown 


below seek pursuant to 49 


exemptions 
U.S.C. 11343{e), and the Commission's 
regulations in Ex Parte No. 400 (Sub-No. 
Exemptions 
rty 


1), Procedures for Hi 
Filed by Motor Carriers of Prope: 

Under 49 U.S.C. 11343, 367 1.C.C. 113 
(1982), 47 FR 83303 {November 24, 1982). 


DATES: Comments must be received 
within 30 days after the date of 
publication in the Federal Register. 


FOR FURTHER INPORSATION CONTACT: 
Warren C. Wood; (202) 275-7977. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Please 
refer to the petition for exemption, 
which may be obtained free of charge by 
contacting petitioner's representative. In 
the alternative, the petition for 
exemption may be inspected at the 
offices of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission during usue! business 
hours. 


Decided: June 17, 1983. 

By the Commission, Heber P. Hardy, 
Director, Office of Proceedings. 
Agathe L. Margenovich, 

Secretary. 
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U.S. Truck Lines, Inc. of Delaware— 
Continuance in Control Exemption— 
Seminole Intermodal Transport, Inc., et 
al. 


[No. MC-F-15301} 


U.S. Truck Lines, Inc., of Delaware, a 
non-carrier, seeks an exemption from 
the requirement of prior regulatory 
approval for its continuance in control 
of Be-Mac Transport Company, Inc. {No. 
MC-10872), Brown Express, Inc. (No. 
MC-46054), Central Truck Lines, Inc. 
(No. MC-36473), The Cleveland, 
Columbus & Cincinnati, Highway, Inc. 
(Nos. MC-3419 and 3420), Kanawha 
Cartage Company, (No. MC-150148), 
Mercury Freight Lines, Inc. (No. MC- 
113528), Motor Express, Inc., of Indiana 
(No. MC-28813), Motor Express, Inc. 
(NJ), (No. MC-1778), National Tank 
Truck Delivery, Inc. (No. MC-116132), 
Ohio Delivery, Inc. (No. MC-142758), 
Motor Express Rental Corporation (No. 
MC-164862), Union Transport Company 
(No. MC-167805), Ken-Dale Express, Inc. 
(No. MC-166429), and Seminole 
Intermodal Transport, Inc. (No. MC- 
168239), when the latter institutes 
operations as an interstate carrier. Send 
comments to: (1) Motor Section Room 
2139, Interstate Commerce Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20423; and (2) 
Petitioners’ representative, Ear] N. 
Merwin 85 East Gay Street, Columbus, 
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OH 43215. Comments should refer to No. 
MC-F-15301. 


(FR Doc. 63-17064 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BULLING CODE 7035-01-M 


Motor Carriers; intent To Engage in 
Compensated Intercorporate Hauling 


This is to provide notice as required 
by 49 U.S.C. 10524(b)(1) that the named 
corporations intend to provide or use 
compensated intercorporate hauling 
operations as authorized in 49 U.S.C. 
10524(b): 

1. Name and address of parent 
corporation or organization: West 
Baking Company, Inc., 3965 North 
Meridian Street, Indianapolis, IN 46208. 

2. Wholly-owned subsidiaries and 
State of incorporation: 


(i) Dunes Transport, Inc. (an Indiana 
corporation), 3965 North Meridian 
Street, Indianapolis, IN 46208 

(ii) Chef's Baking Company, ‘Inc. (an 
Ohio corporation), 3965 North 
Meridian Street, Indianapolis, IN 
46208 


1. Parent corporation and address of 
principal office: Amedco Inc., 726 South 
College, Springfield, IL 62704. 

2. Wholly-owned subsidiaries which 
will participate in the operations and 
their States of incorporation: 


1. Professional Securities Corp., 726 S. Col- | Missouri. 
lege, Springfieid, IL. 

2. SP. Wright & Co. 726 S. College, 

ield, IL. 

3. Abco Wire & Metal Products, Inc., 1633 
N. Highway 77, Carroliton, TX. 

4. Acme Metal Co., Westside Highway 43, 
Loretto, TN. 

5. Amedco Contract, Inc., #5 American tn- 
dustrial, Maryland Hts, MO. 

6. Amedco international Corp., 726 S. Cob 


lege, Springfield, IL 

6. Amiect, inc., 726 S. College, Springfield, 
iL. 

9. Avalon Casket Co., Westside Highway 
43, Loretto, TN. 

10. Belmont Casket Co., P.O. Box C, Crane, 
MO. 

11. Belmont Casket Mfg. Co. 330 W. 
Spring St., Columbus, OH. 

12. B-W Health Products, inc., 
Schuetz Road, Maryland Hgts, MO. 

13. Central States Stamping Co., 2958 E. 
Division, Springfield, MO. 

14. Central States Rebar Co. 4724 W. 
Maple, Springfield, MO. 

15. Central States Stamping Co. P.O. 
Drawer 6250, Tulsa, OK. 
16. Control Chemical Corp., 6111 15th St. 
East, U.S. Highway 301, Bradenton, FL. 
17. Edwards Equipment Co., 1919 N. 
Broadway, St. Louis, MO. 

18. Gold Shieid Caskets, inc., P.O. Box 31, 
Crane, MO. 

19. Halrnark Casket Co., Drawer G, George 
St., Marshfield, MO. 

20. Health Facilities Design Assoc., wa 08 


2429 


American Industrial, Maryland Hgts, 
21. L. H. Kellogg Chemical Co., 311 E. 14th 
St., Minneapolis, MN. 
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22. Lewis Industries, Inc., May lrondale in- 
dustrial Park, trondale, A 
23. Lockwoven Co., se 
Road, St. Louis, MO. 

24. Mac-O-Mo, Inc., Drawer G, George St., 
Marshfield, MO. 
25. Marshfield Casket Co., Inc., P.O. Box 
61, Marshfield, MO. 
26. Medical Facilities, inc., #5 American 
Hgts, MO. 


1681 Walton 


#5 American Industrial, Maryland Hats, 
MO. 


28. Medical Facilities Properties, inc., #5 
American industrial, Maryland Hgts, MO. 
29. Med/Fac Sales Corp., #5 American 

Industrial, Maryland Hgts, MO. 


30. Med/Fac Sales—Texas #5 American 
industrial, Maryland Hgts, MO. 

31. Ozark Casket Supply, Inc., P.O. Box C, 
Crane, MO. 

32. Preference Casket Mfg. Co., P.O. Box Do. 
C, Crane, MO. 

33. Royal Bond, Inc., 1919 N. Broadway, St. Do. 
Louis, MO. 

34. S & D Medical Products, Inc., Box 244 Do. 
Airport Ad., Festus, MO. 

35. Smith & Davis Mfg. Co., 1180 Central Do. 
industrial, St. Louis, MO. 

36. Steel Processing & Supply Co., 1505 N. 
Witter Road, Pasadena, TX. 

37. York Casket Co., 700 Linden Ave., York, 
PA. 


38. S & D Medical Products d.b.a. Stainless | 
Medical Products, Inc. 9389 Dowdy 


Delaware. 


Missouri. 


Texas. 


Delaware. 


Missoun 


Drive, San Diego, CA 

39. Marshfield Casket Co. db.a. Jackson Do. 
Casket Co., P.O. Box 1812, Jackson, MS. 

40. Beta Corp. of St. Louis, 4328 Bridgeton Do. 
ind. Dr., St. Louis, MO. 

41. Amedco Health Care inc., #5 American | Delaware. 
industrial, Maryland Hgts, MO. 


Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 83-1708 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


Motor Carriers; Approved Exemptions 
AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notices of Approved 
Exemptions. 


SUMMARY: The motor carrier shown 
below has been granted an exemption 
pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 11343(e), and the 
Commission’s regulations in Ex Parte 
No. 400 (Sub-No. 1), Procedures for 
Handling Exemptions Filed by Motor 
Carriers of Property Under 49 U.S.C. 
1343, 367 I.C.C. 113 (1982), 47 FR 53303 
(November 24, 1982). 

DATES: This exemption shall be effective 
on June 24, 1983. Petitions to reopen 
must be filed by July 14, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Warren C. Wood, (202) 275-7977. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: For 
further information, see the decision(s) 
served in the proceeding(s) listed below. 
To purchase a copy of the full decision 
contact: TS Infosystems, Inc., Room 
2227, 12th and Constitution.Ave., NW, 
Washington, DC 20423; or call (202) 289- 
4357 in the DC metropolitan area; or 
(800) 424-5403 Toll-free outside the DC 
area. 


{No. MC-F-15195} 


Ryder Truck Lines, Inc.—Merger 
Exemption—Pacific Intermountain 
Express Co.; PIE Bulk Transport, Inc.— 
Purchase (Portion) Exemption—Pacific 
Intermountain Express Co. 


Addresses: Send pleadings to: 

(1) Office of the Secretary, Case Control 
Branch, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Washington, DC 20423; 
and 

(2) Petitioner's representative: John C. 
Bradley, Suite 1301, 1600 Wilson Blvd., 
Arlington, VA 22209 
Pleadings refer to No. MC-F-15195. 
Under 49 U.S.C. 11343(e), the 

Interstate Commerce Commission 

exempts from the requirement of prior 

review and approval (1) under 49 U.S.C. 

11343(a)(2), the purchase by PIE Bulk 

Transport, Inc., of the bulk operating 

rights and equipment of Pacific 

Intermountain Express Co., and (2) 

under 49 U.S.C. 11343(a)(1), the merger 

of the remaining operating rights and 
property of Pacific Intermountain 

Express Co. into Ryder Truck Lines, Inc. 
Decided; June 15, 1983. 


By the Commission, Division 1, 
Commissioners Andre, Taylor, and Sterrett. 
Commissioner Taylor is assigned to this 
Division for the purpose of resolving tie 
votes. Since there was no tie in this matter, 
Commissioner Taylor did not participate. 
[No. MC-F-14959] 


Itel Corporation—Exemption— 
Continues in Control—Itel 
Transportation Services Corp. 


Addresses: Send pleadings to: 


(1) Office of the Secretary, Case Control 
Branch, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20423, 
ATTN: MCF-14959; and 

(2) Petitioner's representative: Martin J. 
Flynn, Shea & Gardner, 1800 
Massachusetts Ave., NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20036 


Pleadings should refer to No. MC-F- 
14959. 

Decided: June 10, 1983. 

Under 49 U.S.C. 11343(e), the 
Interstate Commerce Commission 
exempts from the prior review and 
approval requirements of 49 U.S.C. 11343 
the continuance of control by Itel 
Corporation of its wholly-owned motor 
carrier subsidiary, Ite] Transportation 
Services Corp. Itel Corporation also 
controls one Class II and 3 Class III rail 
carriers. 

By the Commission, Chairman Taylor, Vice 
Chairman Sterrett, Commissioner Andre and 
Gradison. Chairman Taylor concurred in the 
result with a separate expression. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-17097 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


[Finance Docket No. 30176] 


Railroads; Southern Pacific 
Transportation Company— 
Abandonment Exemption—in 
Lafayette and Iberia Parishes, LA 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notice of exemption. 


SUMMARY: The Interstate Commerce 
Commission exempts from the 
requirements of prior approval under 49 
U.S.C. 10903, et seg., the abandonment 
by Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company of a 12.98-mile segment of line 
between Davids and Youngsville, LA 
subject to standard labor protection. 
DATES: This exemption is effective on 
July 25, 1983. Petitions to stay the 
effectiveness of this decision must be 
filed July 5, 1983, and petitions for 
reconsideration must be filed by July 14, 
1983. 

ADDRESSES: Send pleadings referring to 
Finance Docket No. 30176 to: 

(1) Office of the Secretary, Case 
Control Branch, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Washington, DC 20423, 
ATTN: FD-30176 Comment. 

- (2) Petitioner’s representative: Gary A. 
Laakso, Southern Pacific Building, One 
Market Plaza, San Francisco, CA 94105. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Louis E. Gitomer, (202) 275-7245. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Additional information is contained in 
the Commission's decision. To purchase 
a copy of the full decision, contact T.S. 
InfoSystems, Inc., Room 2227, Interstate 
Commerce Commission, Washington, 
DC 20423, or call 289-4357 (DC 
Metropolitan area) or toll free (800) 424— 
5403. 


Decided: June 15, 1983. 

By the Commission, Chairman Taylor, Vice 
Chairman Sterrett, Commissioners Andre and 
Gradison. Vice Chairman Sterrett and 
Commissioner Andre would not impose a 
deadline on consummation of the exempted 
transaction. 


Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 83-17096 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


[Ex Parte No. 33] 


Rail Carrier Decision; Car Service 
Compensation—Basic Per Diem 
Charges; Petition for Stay and for 
Enforcement of Order 

Decided: June 15, 1983. 

Itel Corporation (Itel) filed a petition 
on April 11, 1983, seeking: (1) A stay 
pending judicial review of our March 30, 
1983, order postponing the updating of 
rail car rental payments; and (2) 





enforcement of our May 23, 1980, order 
stating that railroads should update car- 
hire rates nc less than once a year. For 
the reasons set forth below, we will 
deny the petition. 

We note at the outset that, despite 
Itel’s claim that we have changed a 
formal “rule,” our March 30, 1983, order 
did not significantly change the updating 
procedures established in the May 23, 
1980, order. Those “procedures” 
consisted of a single sentence: “In order 
to comply with the Congressional 
mandate of having car-hire charges 
reflect current costs, the U.S. railroads 
should update the car-hire charges in 
accordance with the Commission 
formula and with Commission approval, 
no less than once a year.” Car Service 
Compensation—Basic Per Diem 
Charges, 362 1.C.C. 884, 888 (1980). This 
“once a year” ! target was not 
promulgated with specific annual 
deadlines and has not been construed as 
requiring updates to become effective 
exactly 12 months apart. The first car- 
hire charges computed in this 
proceeding became effective on July 1, 
1980. Subsequent updates were filed by 
the railroads in January and December 
1981 and April 1982, respectively. Our 
decision postponing the current update 
was served on March 30, 1983, with 
comments due on May 2, 1983. We 
anticipate that by July 1, 1983—the third 
anniversary of the effectiveness of the 
initial Ex Parte No. 334 charges—we can 
review these comments and determine 
whether a full year postponement is 
appropriate, or whether the railroads 
should promptly file their third update of 
car-hire charges pursuant to the Ex Parte 
No. 334 formula. Thus, should we 
determine that a one-year postponement 
of the 1983 update is not in fact justified, 
that update can be performed in time to 
meet both our general annual update 
goal and the statutory command that 
car-hire rates be based on “current 
costs.” At this time, therefore, we have 
taken no administratively final action to 
change any rule but have merely 
delayed an update of car-hire charges 
pending an expedited rulemaking 
proceeding. 

Itel further asserts that our action in 
postponing the car-hire update was 
taken without notice, without providing 
Itel an opportunity to be heard, without 
a record, and without findings. We 
disagree with Itel’s procedural 


1 49 U.S.C. 11122 does not contain an inflexible 
annual updating requirement, but merely requires 
that car rental charges be based on “current costs.” 
Specific annual updating deadlines would have 
been impractical because all data required by our 
formula is not necessarily available at the same 
time each year. 


complaints, but agrre that our findings 
and reasonings require elaboration. 

Our action postponing an updating of 
the car hire charges was taken in 
response to a petition filed by the 
Association of American Railroads 
(AAR) and the American Short Lines 
Railroads Association (ASLR) on 
November 18, 1982. This petition 
indicated that it was served by first- 
class mail “upon all known railroads in 
the United States.” * Since the car hire 
payments prescribed in this proceeding 
are paid only by railroads to railroads, 
such service clearly placed every person 
who could be directly affected on notice 
that the postponement of car service 
updates was in issue before the 
Commission. We note that while Itel is 
not itself a railroad, four of Itel’s 
subsidiaries are—The Green Bay & 
Western Railroad, the Ahnapee & 
Western Railroad, the McCloud River 
Railroad, and the Hartford & Slocomb 
Railroad. These subsidiaries of Ite] are 
most directly affected by an update, or 
lack of update, in car hire payments, and 
these subsidiaries were served with the 
ARR/ASLR petition. Moreover, the filing 
of this petition could not have come as a 
surprise to Itel or its subsidiaries, since 
the AAR’s proposal to postpone the 
update was circulated in September 
1982 to all subscribers to section 5b 
Agreement No. 7; all four Itel rail 
subsidiaries are subscribers. In any 
event, Ite] had actual notice of ARR's 
petition (as is evidence by its filing a 
comment on February 3, 1983), and Itel 
has not claimed otherwise.® 

Itell claims it was denied its right to 
be heard in this proceeding. As noted 
above, however, Itel and its rail 
subsidiaries had actual notice of AAR’s 
petition. Under our rules, Itel had the 
right to file a reply within 20 days. 49 
CFR 1104.13. Itel did not do so. Nor did 
Itel file a request for an extension of 
time in which to reply. 49 CFR 1104.7(b). 
Given the informal nature of rulemaking, 
our rules nonetheless provide that, to 
the extent possible, we consider all 
comments filed before reaching a 
decision. 49 CFR 1110.5. We in fact 
considered all late filed comments 
received prior to the date of the 
decision, although we specifically 
discussed only the comments received 
sufficiently in advance to permit 


* The same form of service was used by AAR 
without complaint when it filed the first twe 
updates in this proceeding. 

* The function of service in a rulemaking 
proceeding is to provide notice to all those who 
might be affected by possible action in that 
proceeding. Here, service on “all known railroads in 
the United States”, including Itel’s subsidiaries, did 
provide notice and was probably more likely to 
provide notice than would Federal Register 
publication. 
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incorporation of a response in the 
decision.‘ Itel was not denied its right to 
be heard. 

The Commission's decision to 
postpone effectiveness of the car-hire 
update was based upon a record 
comprised of the petition and 
responses—including the verified 
statements of four witnesses and a 
number of brief comments (including 
that of Itel). This record provided 
substantial evidence that the formula for 
car-hire costs developed in this 
proceeding was not performing properly 
under current economic conditions. 
Thus, the extremely volatile capital 
markets of the last several years, 
coupled with the substantial lags 
incorporated into our formula (a 2-year 
lag in obtaining the most recent data, 
plus an additional delay resulting from 
use of a 3-year average to dampen 
normal fluctuation in economic 
conditions) had resulted in a substantial 
increase in the capital cost component 
of the formula at a time when capital 
costs were infact declining. In addition, 
the rail system currently has a surplus in 
the national car fleet of more than 
200,000 cars per day. This surplus has 
substantially reduced the average active 
car days and car miles per car, and 
because those averages appear in the 
denominator of the formula, the surplus 
has led to an increase in the car rental 
costs derived from our formula. Yet, a 
car rental formula properly responsive 
to market conditions normally should 
decline in a time of surplus (to 
encourage demand) and increase only in 
a time of shortage (to encourage 
efficient car utilization).$ 

Given these deficiencies in the 
formula clearly established on the 
record, it appeared that an update of car 
costs using the formula would not infact 
result in car rentals based upon the true 
“current costs” being experienced by 
railroads and car owners. 

Accordingly, we instituted a 
proceeding proposing to postpone the 
annual update of the formula for one 
year, and to examine the possible 
economic disincentives that would 
result from application of the formula. 
We also noted that a general revision of 
the per diem formula may be in order.® 


* In any event, our prior decision, as 
supplemented here, adequately responds to ail 
arguments made by Itel in its 4-page comment. 

* A number of other problems stemming from the 
current formula are discussed in Ex Parte No. 346 
(Sub-No. 8), Exemption from Regulation—Boxcar 
Traffic, 367 1.C.C. 424 (1983), slip op. served May 2, 
1983. 

* Itel conceded in its comments filed February 3, 
1983, that “a period of car surplus could require that 
some consideration be given to making adjustments 
in the formula.” Comments at 3. 
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The second aspect of our March 30, 
1983, order was to postpone 
effectiveness of the annual update 
during the pendency of this proceeding. 
This action was necessary for several 
reasons. 

First, failure to postpone the annual 
update would have imposed substantial 
costs on the affected railroads that 
would not have been recovered even if 
the update were subsequently 
rescinded. Given the complexity of the 
formula and of the car rental figures 
there are substantial administrative 
costs that would be incurred by all 
railroads in adjusting their accounting 
systems. 

Second, the increase that would have 
resulted from the update was very large 
(25%) and would have substantially 
affected the profitability of different 
carriers and of different types of traffic, 
perhaps forcing carriers to take various 
rate actions that would affect shippers.” 
This would have been particularly 
inappropriate given the strong showing 
that the current per diem update from 
the formula gave economically improper 
results. 

Third, the extent of harm a . 
postponement would cause per diem 
creditors is limited. No such creditors 
could claim substantial reliance upon 
the fact that the formula would never be 
changed or that updates would always 
be made on an annual basis. Both our 
original decision promulgating the 
formula. Car Service Compensation— 
Basic Per Diem Charges, 358 1.C.C. 715, 
794 (1977), and our final decision 
implementing the formula, 362 I.C.C. 884, 
889 (1980), specifically held the 
proceeding open “for revisions and 
modifications where deemed justified in 
the formula and procedures.” Moreover, 
the subsequent decision in Ex Parte No. 
334 (Sub-No.4), Order Granting 
Railroads Flexibility in Setting Per 
Diem Levels, served August 16, 1980, 
specifically permitted per diem rates to 
decline below those set in the formula. 
Thus, in our March 30, 1983, order we 
recognized that the issue of 
postponement of the annual update was 
“one of procedure rather than 
substance,” to determine “whether the 
increase should be avoided by 
suspension or postponement as 
requested by petitioners, or allowed to 
become effective so that each railroad 
may reduce its car hire charges 
independently.” 


7 Conrail, the major per diem debtor in the entire 
rail system, stated in its comments that it could be 
forced to use its,Staggers Act rate freedoms to 
surcharge rates if the per diem update were not 
postponed. CR Comments (verified statement of B, 
D. Poff, pp. 11, 12). 


There was and remains good cause to 
postpone effectiveness of the annual 
update pending receipt of comments on 
our proposal to suspend the update for 
one year. 5 U.S.C. 553 (b)(B) and (d)(3). 

We conclude that postponement of the 
railroads’ annual update of car-hire 
charges was both lawful and required 
by the circumstances shown on the 
record. Itel’s petition for Stay and for 
Enforcement of our May 23, 1980, order 
will be denied.* 

This action will not have a significant 
effect on the quality of the human 
evironment, or the conservation of 
energy resources. 


It Is Ordered 


1. The petition is denied. 

2. This decision is effective on June 23, 
1983. 

By the Commission, Chairman Taylor, Vice 
Chairman Sterrett, Commissioners Andre and 
Gradison. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83~17087 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


[Finance Docket No. 30191] 


Rail Carriers; Burlington Northern 
Railroad Company, Trackage Rights 
Exemption, Between Ortonville and 
Buffalo Lake, MN 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notice of exemption. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 10505, 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
exempts from the requirement of prior 
approval under 49 U.S.C. 11343 et seg. 
the acquisition by the Burlington 
Northern Railroad Company of trackage 
rights over a line of railroad between 
Ortonville and Buffalo Lake, MN, owned 
by the Trustee of the Chicago, 
Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad 
Company, Debtor, subject to labor 
protective conditions. 


DATES: This exemption will be effective 
on June 24, 1983. Petitions to reopen 
must be filed by July 14, 1983. 


* On May 2, 1983, parties to this proceeding filed 
comments on our proposal to postpone the formula 
update for one year. Although we are still analyzing 
these comments, our preliminary review here and in 
Ex Parte No. 346 (Sub-No. 8), supra, reveals that the 
defects of the Ex Parte 334 per diem system cannot 
be resolved by focusing only on the postponement 
of updates, and that we must reopen the entire Ex 
Parte 334 update formula for modiiication. 
Accordingly, we will soon issue a notice of 
proposed rulemaking (or other appropriate 
document) to consider how our Ex Parte No. 334 
formula and procedures would be changed to allow 
per diem charges to better reflect market conditions. 


29081 


ADDRESSES: Send pleadings referring to 
Finance Docket No. 30191 to: 

(1) Office of the Secretary, Case 
Control Branch, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Washington, DC 20423. 

(2) Petitioner's representative: 
Douglas J. Babb, Burlington Northern 
Railroad Company, 176 East Fifth Street, 
St. Paul, MN 55101. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Louis E. Gitomer (202) 275-7245. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Additional information is contained in 
the Commission's decision. To purchase 
a copy of the full decision, write to T. S. 
InfoSystem, Inc., Room 2227, Interstate 
Commerce Commission, Washington, 
DC 20423, or call 289-4357 (DC 
Metroplitan area) or toll free (800) 424— 
5403. 


Decided: June 15, 1983. 

By the Commission, Chairman Taylor, Vice 
Chairman Sterrett, Commissioners Andre and 
Gradison. Vice Chairman Sterrett and 
Commissioner Andre would not impose a 
deadline on consummation of the exempted 
transaction. 

Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 8317095 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 1035-01-M 


{Docket No. 30129] 


Rail Carriers itel Rail Corporation, 
Exemption, Control of Itel 
Transportation Services Corp. 


AGENCY: Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notice of exemption. 


SUMMARY: The Commission exempts 
from the prior approval requirements of 
49 U.S.C. 11343 et seg. the acquisition by 
Itel Rail Corporation of control of Itel 
Transportation Services Corp., subject 
to conditions for protection of 
employees of affiliated rail carriers. 
DATES: This exemption is effective on 
June 24, 1983. Petitions to reopen must 
be filed by July 14, 1983. 

ADDRESSES: Send pleadings referring to 
Finance Docket No. 30129 to: 

(1) Office of the Secretary, Case 
Control Branch, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, Washington, DC 20423, 
ATTN: FD-30129 Comment. 

(2) Petitioner's representative: Martin 
J. Flynn, Shea & Gardner, 1800 
Massachusetts Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20036. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Louis E. Gitomer (202) 275-7245. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Additional information is contained in 
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the Commission's decision. To purchase 
a copy of the full decision, write to T.S. 
InfoSystems, Inc., Room 2227, Interstate 
Commerce Commission, Washington, 
DC 20423 or call 289-4357 (D.C. 
Metropolitan area) or toll free (800) 424- 
5403. 


Decided: June 10, 1983. 


By the Commission, Chairman Taylor, Vice 
Chairman Sterrett, Commissioners Andre and 
Gradison. Chairman concurred in the result 
with a separate expression. 


Agatha L. Mergenovich, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-17051 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 





DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Employment and Training 
Administration 


[TA-W-14,194] 


Sea’s Manufacturing Co., Brady, Texas; 
Termination of Investigation 


rsuant to Section 221 of the Trade 
Act of 1974, an investigation was 
initiated on December 27, 1982 in 
response to a petition which was filed 
on December 20, 1982 on behalf of 
workers at Sea’s Manufacturing 
Company, Brady, Texas. The workers 
produced ladies’ skirts primarily, and 
also produced ladies’ shorts, ladies’ 
pants, and men’s surfing shorts. 

Sea’s Manufacturing Company was 
founded on November 9, 1981 and 
closed permanently on June 13, 1982. 

Monthly sales and monthly 
employment increased in most of the 
months when Sea’s was in business. 
There were no layoffs of workers until 
the permanent closure of Sea’s on June 
13, 1982. New hires of production 
employees occurred each month from 
November 1981 through May 1982. 

Due to the short term of operation of 
Sea’s Manufacturing Company, it is not 
possible to statistically measure year to 
year trends for sales or production at 
Sea’s or to determine the impact of 
imports on this firm. Consequently, the 
investigation has been terminated. 


Signed at Washington, D.C., this June 15, 
1983. 


Marvin M. Fooks, 


Director, Office of Trade Adjustment 
Assistance. 

[FR Doc. 83-17114 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-30-M 


[TA-13,978] 


Mountain States Mineral Enterprises, 
Inc., Tucson, Arizona; Negative 
Determination on Reconsideration 


On May 20, 1983, the Department 
issued an Affirmative Determination 
Regarding Application for 
Reconsideration for workers and former 
workers of Mountain States Mineral 
Enterprises, Incorporated, Tucson, 

rizona. This determination was 
published in the Federal Register on 
May 31, 1983 (48 FR 24226). 

The company in its application for 
reconsideration claims that the workers 
produce an article. In support of this 
claim the company asserts that about 
half of their 1982 sales resulted from the 
manufacture of fabricating machinery 
for beneficiaiing ore, i.e., heavy duty 
separators and sink/float vessels. 

The Department's denial was based 
on the fact that the workers of the 
subject firm did not produce an article 
within the meaning of Section 222(3) of 
the Act. On reconsideration, the 
Department found that the subject firm 
produced mining machinery for 
beneficiating ore. In 1982, about half of 
the Mountain States Mineral 
Enterprises’, sales came from such 
production. Worker separations began 
in February 1982. 

The Department found further, 
however, that U.S. imports of mineral 
beneficiation machines decreased in 
1982 compared to 1981 and in 1981 
compared to 1980. 


Conclusion 


After reconsideration, I reaffirm the 
original denial of eligibility to apply for 
adjustment assistance to workers and 
former workers of Mountain States 
Mineral Enterprises, Incorporated, 
Tucson, Arizona. 

Signed at Washington, D.C., this June 15, 
1983. 

Harold A. Bratt, 

Deputy Director, Office of Program 
Management, Unemployment Insurance 
Service. 

[FR Doc. 83-17115 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4510-30-m 


([TA-W-13,833, TA-W-13,834 and TA-W- 
13,896] 


U.S. Steel Mining Co., Inc., Decota 
Mining District, Chesapeake, West 
Virginia; Amended Certification 
Regarding Eligibility To Apply for 
Worker Adjustment Assistance 


According to Section 223 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2273), the 
Department of Labor issued a 
certification of eligibility to apply for 


worker adjustment assistance on April 
22, 1983 to workers of U.S. Steel Mining 
Company, Inc., under petition numbers 
TA-W-13,833, TA-W-13,834, and TA- 
W-13,896. The Notice of Certification 
were published in the Federal Register 
on May 3, 1983 (48 FR 19960). 


Based on new information furnished 
by the U.S. Steel Mining Company, 
Decota Mining District, in Chesapeake, 
West Virginia, the Office of Trade 
Adjustment Assistance on its own 
motion is revising the certification to 
eliminate the designation of Divisions of 
the Decota Mining District which were 
incorrectly identified—specifically the 
Crimson Division (TA-W-13,834) and 
the Eagle Division (TA—W-13,896). The 
intent of the Department of Labor was to 
cover all workers of the Decota Mining 
District who became totally or partially 
separated from employment on or after 
August 31, 1982. 


Accordingly, this certification will 
cover all workers of the Decota Mining 
District and will be identified by three 
numbers in the original certification— 
TA-W-13,833, TA-W-13,834 and TA- 
W-13,896, absent Division identification. 

The certification, therefore, is 
amended to read: “All workers of U.S. 
Steel Mining Company, Inc., Decota 
Mining District, who became totally or 
partially separated from employment on 
or after August 31, 1982, are eligible to 
apply for adjustment assistance under 
Section 223 of the Trade Act of 1974. 


Signed at Washington, D.C., this 15th day 
of June 1983. 


Harold A. Bratt, 

Deputy Director,“Office of Program 
Management, Unemployment Insurance 
Service. 

[FR Doc. 83-17116 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4510-30-M 


Employment Service Reimbursable 
Grants; Fiscal Year 1984 
Preapplications for Federal Assistance 
and Solicitation for Grant Application 


Correction 


In FR Doc. 83-16902 beginning on page 
28575 in the issue for Wednesday, June 
22, 1983, make the following correction 
on that page: In the middle column, the 
paragraph designated ‘‘1.”, the 
fourteenth line, the figure ‘$121,800,000" 
should read “$12,800,000”. 


BILLING CODE 1505-01-M 
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MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION 
BOARD 


Cail for Riders for “‘The Digest” 


AGENCY: Merit Systems Protection 
Board. 


ACTION: Notice of call for riders for The 
Digest for fiscal year 1984. 


SUMMARY: The purpose of this notice is 
to inform Federal agencies that the 
Merit Systems Protection Board 
publication, entitled The Digest, will be 
available for fiscal year 1984 on riders to 
the Government Printing Office. 
Departments and agencies may order 
this monthly publication by riding the 
Merit Systems Protection Board's 
printing requisition #400040. 
DATE: Agency FY 84 requisitions 
(Standard Form 1) should be submitted 
to the Government Printing Office, 
Requisitions Section, Room 836, 
Washington, D.C. 20401, no later than 
September 1, 1983, through the agency’s 
Washington, D.C. headquarters office 
authorized to procure printing for the 
agency. Agencies may estimate cost by 
using the current Government Printing 
Office price list of printing services. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Karen S. Henkel, Information Services 
Division, Office of the Secretary, Merit 
Systems Protection Board, Suite 1404, 
5205 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, 
Virginia 22041, 703/756-6388. 

Dated: June 16, 1983. 

For the Board. 
Herbert E. Ellingwood, 
Chairman. 


{FR Doc. 83-17077 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7400-01-M 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[Release No. 22981; (70-6791)] 


Consolidated Natural Gas Co. et al.; 
Proposed Transfer of Gas Leases 
Between Nonutility Subsidiaries 


June 20, 1983. 


In the matter of Consolidated Natural Gas 
Co., 100 Broadway, New York, New York 
10005; CNG Development Co., One Park 
Ridge Center, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15244; 
CNG Producing Co., 445 West Main Street, 
Clarksburg, West Virginia 26301. 

Consolidated Natural Gas Company 
(“Consolidated”), a registered holding 
company, and its nonutility subsidiaries, 
CNG Development Company (““CNGD”) 
and CNG Producing Company 
(“Producing”), have filed with this 
Commission a post-effective amendment 
to an application-declaration pursuant 
to Sections 6a), 7, 9{a), 10, and 12 of the 


Public Utility Holding Company Act of 
1935 (“Act”) and Rules 43, 45, and 
50(a)(3) promulgated thereunder. 

By prior order in this proceeding 
(HCAR No. 22845, February 7, 1983), the 
Commission authorized Consolidated to 
finance the operations of CNGD, which 
will engage in natural gas and oil 
exploration in several Appalachian 
states, through the purchase of up to 
200,000 shares of CNGD’s common stock 
($100 par value) for aggregate 
consideration not to exceed $20 million. 
As of March 31, 1983, Consolidated had 
purchased 12,000 shares for an aggregate 
amount of $1,200,000. Said order of 
February 7, 1983, reserved jurisdiction 
over the acquisition by CNGD of gas 
exploration leases from affiliated 
companies. 

By post-effective amendment, 
applicants-declarants now propose the 
transfer to CNGD of all Appalachian gas 
leases currently held by Producing. This 
transaction would be effected in two 
steps. First, Producing proposes to 
transfer to Consolidated, asa dividend- 
in-kind, all of its rights, titles, and 
interests in Appalachian leasehold 
properties, based on the net book cost 
thereof as of the end of the month 
immediately preceding the date of the 
transaction. As of March 31, 1983, such 
net book cost totaled $7,785,896. 
Simultaneous with the issuance of the 
dividend, Consolidated will transfer all 
such property to CNGD in consideration 
for shares of CNGD common stock, $100 
par value. CNGD will issue shares in 
multiples of ten so that, by way of 
example, as of March 31, 1983, 77,860 
shares would have been issued in 


exchange for the property. Consolidated. 


may also transfer a nominal amount of 
cash, as an addition to the working 
capital of CNGD, to the extent the total 
par value of CNGD common stock, 
issued in exchange for the transferred 
property, exceeds the exact net book 
value of the properties. 

The application-declaration, as 
amended by said post-effective 
amendment and any amendments 
thereto is available for public inspection 
through the Commission's Office of 
Public Reference. Interested persons 
wishing to comment or request a hearing 
should submit their views in writing by 
July 14, 1983, to the Secretary, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, Washington, 
D.C. 20549, and serve a copy on the 
applicants-declarants at the addresses 
specified above. Proof of service (by 
affidavit or, in the case of an attorney at 
law, by certificate) should be filed with 
the request. Any request for a hearing 
shall identify specifically the issues of 
fact or law that are disputed. A person 
who so requests will be notified of any 
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hearing, if ordered, and will receive a 
copy of any notice or order issued in this 
matter. After said date, the application- 
declaration, as amended, or as it may be 
further amended, may be granted and 
permitted to become effective. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Corporate Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 83-17064 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01- 


Forms Under-Review by Office of 
Management and Budget 


Agency Clearance Officer: Kenneth A. 
Fogash, (202) 272-2142. 

Upon Written Request Copy Available 
From: Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Office of Consumer 
Affairs, Washington, D.C. 20549. 


Extension 


Part 257 
No. 270-261 


Notice is hereby given that pursuant 
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seqg.), the Securities 
and Exchange Commission has 
submitted for extension of clearance 
Part 257 of the Public Utility Holding 
Company Act of 1935, which requires 
registered holding company systems to 
preserve records for specified periods. 

Submit comments to OMB Desk 
Officer: Mr. Robert Veeder, (202) 395- 
4814, Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs, Room 3235 NEOB, 
Washington, D.C. 20503. 

By the Commission. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

June 17, 1983. 

(FR Doc. 83-17065 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Release No. 19888; (SR-MSTC-83-2)] 


Midwest Securities Trust Company 
(“MSTC”) Order Approving Proposed 
Rule Change 

June 20, 1983. 

Introduction 


On March 8, 1983, MSTC filed a 
proposed rule change with the 
Commission pursuant to Section 19(b)(2) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(the “Act”), 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(2), and Rule 
19b-4 thereunder. The proposed rule 
change would permit MSTC to expand 
its Municipal Bond Processing System 
(the “System”) to provide depository 
services for eligible municipal securities 





issues in bearer form. Notice of the 
proposed rule change together with the 
terms of substance of the proposed rule 
change were given by publication of a 
Commission Release (Securities 
Exchange Act Release No. 19646, April 
1, 1983} and by publication in the 
Federal Register (48 FR 15206 [April 7, 
1983]). The Commission solicited but did 
not receive any comments. 

Description 

The proposed rule change authorizes 
the expansion of MSTC’s Municipal 
Bond Processing System, ultimately, to 
provide participants with a broad range 
of depository services for bearer form 
municipal securities. These services 
will be implemented in successive 
stages. In its initial stage (the only one 
implemented by the rule change 
approved in this Order), the System 
permits participants to deposit bearer 
form municipal securities for 
safekeeping, deliver those securities to 
other participants by book-entry through 
MSTC and withdraw certificates upon 
request. In addition, the initial stage 
includes collection of interst and 
maturity payments from issuers of 
bearer form municipal securities (or 
from their paying agents) and 
disbursement of the funds, by 
appropriate credit, through MSTC. 

Later stages of the System will 
provide participants with other services, 
which will not be implemented pursuant 
to this Order. These later stage services 
include efficient depository processing 
of calls and redemptions of municipal 
securities, automatic billing, the 
capability to effect book-entry pledges 
through MSTC, the capability to deposit 
and withdraw securities at various 
regional depository satellites and the 
capability to make deliveries to non- 
MSTC participants through regional 
clearing agents. 

In addition, the proposed rule change 
permits MSTC to declare depository- 
eligible municipal securities issues in 
bearer form, to the maximum extent 
consistent with MSTC’s operational 
capabilities. The proposed rule change, 
by amending MSTC Rule 2, Section 2, 
provides that MSTC may not accept for 
deposit a bearer form municipal 
securities issue if it has a face value of 
less than $1,000 or if it is in default on 
interest payments. Ordinarily, MSTC 
participants need only request that an 
issue be made depository-eligible for 
MSTC to accept that issue for deposit 
and related services. 


? Previously, the Municipal Bond Processing 
System provided participants with depository 
services only for registered form municipal 
securities issues. 


Discussion 


1. Section 17A(b)(3)(F)—Safeguarding 
Funds and Securities in MSTC’s 
Custody. MSTC believes the proposed 
rule change is consistent with the Act 
and, in particular, with Section 
17A(b)(3)(F) of the Act, which requires 
registered clearing agencies to safeguard 
the funds and securities within their 
custody or control. As a general matter, 
the Municipal Bond Processing System 
safeguards the securities in MSTC’s 
control by: (1) using financial 
institutions with appropriate and 
responsible facilities and staff to 
safekeep municipal securities; (2) 
establishing regional networks for 
physical handling of securities 
certificates; * (3) providing for book- 
entry securities transfers among MSTC 
participants; and (4) assuring that 
custodians will not refuse to deliver 
participants’ fully-paid-for securities. 

More specifically, the System contains 
serveral regional custodians * that, on 
behalf of MSTC, accept for deposit 
eligible municipal securities in bearer 
form collect and receive the interest 
principal and any other payments on 
such deposited securities and hold, 
release or otherwise dispose of such 
deposited securities or their proceeds 
according to participants’ instructions 
conveyed through MSTC. In addition, 
MSTC contemplates later using several 
regional depository satellites in the 
System * that, on behalf of MSTC, will 
receive eligible municipal securities 
from participants and transmit them to 
regional custodians for safekeeping and 
receive deposited securities from 
regional custodians for release to 
participants. MSTC further contemplates 
the use of clearing agents— 
organizations through which MSTC 
participants will be able to deliver 
municipal securities certificates to non- 
MSTC participants on a “free” or 
“versus payment” basis. 

Together, the regional custodians, 
depository satellites and clearing agents 


? Although the MSTC System currently does not 
have in place the various regional networks, the 
benefits of such networks are so intertwined with 
those aspects of the System that are to be 
implemented pursuant to this Order and are such an 
integral part of the System as it is intended to 
operate ultimately, that it seems appropriate to 
discuss such later developments in this Order. 

* Pursuant to the MSTC Custodian Agreement, a 
regional! custodian must be a bank or trust company 
which is subject to supervision or regulation 
pursuant to state or federal banking laws or a 
clearing corporation, as defined in Article 8 of the 
Uniform Commercial Code of the State of Illinois. 

* Pursuant to the MSTC Custodian Agreement, a 
depository satellite must also be a bank or trust 
compeny subject to supervision or regulation 
pursuant to state or federal banking laws or a 
clearing corporation, as defined in Article 8 of the 
Uniform Commercial! Code of the State of Hlinois. 
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wil! comprise a network that, in 
connection with depository-related 
services, should assure safety, 
promptness and accurancy in storage, 
deliveries and withdrawals of municipal 
securities. The MSTC System, for 
example, is designed to use as regional 
custodians and depository satellites 
only those banks or trust companies that 
have well established security 
procedures and vault facilities for the 
safekeeping of bearer form municipal 
securities. Furthermore, MSTC intends 
to use only those banks and trust 
companies with extensive experience 
processing payments related to such 
securities, particularly interest 
payments made in exchange for bearer 
certificate coupons. Special vault 
facilities and safekeeping experience are 
particularly significant with regard to 
bearer form securities certificates in 
view of their ready negotiability. In 
addition, the use of banks and trust 
companies within a particular 
geographic region should greatly reduce 
the time and distance involved in 
transporting such securities and should 
curtail the opportunity for securities 
theft. Finally, the Municipal Bond 
Processing System provides for book- 
entry deliveries or bearer form 
municipal securities between MSTC 
participants, which should reduce the 
number of physical deliveries of such 
securities and thereby reduce the risk of 
loss attendant to transporting bearer 
form securities. 

Significantly, MSTC’s expanded 
System includes arrangements designed 
to assure that regional custodians and 
depository satellities will not refuse to 
deliver participants’ fully-paid-for 
securities when so instructed by MSTC. 
Pursuant to rule 8c-1 of the Act,® 
MSTC’s Custodian Agréement expressly 
provides that eligible securities within 
the custody or control of the regional 
custodian shall not be subject to any 
right, charge, security interest, lien or 
claim of any kind in favor of the 
custodian or any person claiming 
through the custodian and that the 
custodian shall not have any legal or 
equitable right, title or interest in or to 


5 17 CFR 240.8c-1 (1982). To further assure the 
safeguarding of bearer form securities, MSTC 
requires the regional custodians and depository 
satellites, by contract, to agree to bear the risk of 
loss and liability for any and all damages incurred 
by MSTC incident to any of the custodians’ or 
satellites’ acts or omisgions concerning the 
securities that are the subject matter of the contract. 
In addition, MSTC requires the regional custodians 
and depository satellites, by contract, to permit 
MSTC's representatives and MSTC’s external 
auditors to discuss and review the adequacy of the 
custodians’ and satellites’ controls and procedures. 
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eligible securities within its custody or 
control. 


2. Section 17A(b)(3)(A)—Prompt and 
Accurate Clearance and Settlement. The 
Commission believes that the proposed 
rule change also is consistent with 
Section 17A(b)(3)(A) of the Act in 
facilitating the development of a 
national system for the prompt and 
accurate clearance and settlement of 
securities transactions. In this 
connection, the rule change lays the 
groundwork for later rule changes 
concerning automated comparison, 
clearance and book-entry settlement of 
municipal securities transactions.® 

a. The National System for the 
Clearance and Settlement of Municipal 
Securities Transactions. Traditionally, 
the municipal securities industry 
processed securities transactions 
outside the clearing agency 
environment. The development of 
automated clearance and settlement 
systems for municipal bonds, in bearer 
and registered form, has been frustrated 
to a great extent by the overwhelming 
predominance of bearer form securities 
issues that have no active secondary 
trading market. Approximately 97 
percent of the more than 54,000 
municipal securities issues are in bearer 
form. Because these issues are 
negotiable by delivery, because they do 
not depend on record ownership 
systems for interest payments, and 
because they do not require the various 
services of transfer agents, many of the 
services offered by registered securities 
depositories do not match the traditional 
needs and customs of municipal 
securities dealers and municipal 
securities investors. Also, because of the 
absence of significant secondary market 
activity in many municipal securities 
issues, clearing agency services have 
historically been of modest value to 
municipal securities dealers. 

As a result, municipal securities 
dealers and municipal securities 
custodians traditionally have had little 
incentive to immobilize their bearer 
from certificates in a centralized 
depository. Moreover, the utility of a 


® The Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board 
(“MSRB") recently published for comment a draft 
proposed rule change that would require certain 
broker-dealers and their customers to use the 
facilities of a registered securities depository for the 
confirmation, affirmation and settlement of ““COD/ 
DVP" transactions in depository-eligible municipal 
securities. By expanding the number of municipal 
securities issues which are depository-eligible, 
MSTC's rule change provides an operational 
framework for the MSRB rules, which should 
stimulate the immobilization of municipal securities 
issues. 


centralized depository facility for bearer 
form instruments is affected by time and 


distance considerations.” Indeed, if only 
a limited number of the securities issues 
are depository-eligible, a financial 
institution may choose not to immobilize 
any such securities certificates because 
it would still be required to maintain, at 
significant expense, its own vault 
facility for ineligible securities issues. 

Recent federal tax law changes that 
require, after July 1, 1983, the issuance of 
tax exempt municipal securities in 
registered, rather than bearer, form, 
however, will have profound 
implications for the processing of 
municipal securities transactions. ® 
Following July 1, 1963, issuers will have 
to provide investors with the full range 
of transfer agent services during the life 
of the issue, unless they can arrange for 
immobilization of the entire issue 
consistent with state law. Many 
municipal securities issuers, particularly 
the larger regional issuers, will engage 
the services of local banks or 
professional transfer agents, although 
some issuers are likely to provide 
transfer services in-house. Particularly 
in view of the significant prospective 
increase in transfer activity and the lack 
of issuer, dealer and investor experience 
with registered form securities 
processing, prompt and effective 
transfer agent performance in 
processing registered form municipal 
securities will be critical. Moreover, the 
proliferation of registered form 
municipal securities will create 
important incentives for municipal 
securities brokers and dealers to 
immobilize certificates in depository 
facilities.® 

b. An Assessment of MSTC’s 
Municipal Bond Processing System 
Under TEFRA. MSTC’s securities 
depository facilities provide participants 
with services for registered form 
municipal securities issues, particularly 
the ability to satisfy deliver obligations 
by book-entry movements. The 
Commission anticipates, therefore, that 
depository participants and other 
municipal securities dealers will obtain 
various significant and increasing cost 
savings through participation in 


7 The Depository Trust Company (“DTC”) is the 
only other registered securities depository to 
provide depository services for bearer form 
municipal securities issues. DTC, however, provides 
a centralized vault facility rather than a network of 
regional depository facilities. 

® See, The Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility 
Act of 1982, Pub. L. No. 97-248, 96 Stat. 324 (1982). 

® Poor transfer agent performance can result in 
significant expense to broker-dealers from financing 
costs and increased net capital charges form fails- 
to-deliver and can generate delays, inconvenience 
and dissatisfaction for customers. 


registered clearing agencies and use of 
clearing agency facilities, including 
those provided by MSTC and DTC. 
These savings include less frequent 
fails-to-settle and enhanced customer 
satisfaction as well as reduced financing 
costs and net capital charges. 

Although, in response to TEFRA, 
many municipal securities will be issued 
in registered form, municipal securities 
issued in bearer form prior to July 1, 
1983, will continue to be traded. Thus, in 
the absence of easily accessible 
depository facilities for a full range of 
bearer form municipal securities issues, 
the incentives for municipal securities 
dealers to participate in registered 
securities depositories and clearing 
corporations will remain limited. 
Significantly, because MSTC has 
virtually unlimited eligibility with 
respect to bearer form municipal 
securities 1° and contemplates extensive 
regional vault facilities for participant 
deposits, MSTC participants may well 
decide to avoid storage and processing 
duplication by depositing with MSTC 
the vast majority of their current 
inventory. 

Important cost savings should accrue 
to these depository participants as a 
result of more accurate and efficient 
processing within the National 
Clearance and Settlement System. The 
prompt and accurate clearance and 
settlement of transactions in bearer form 
municipal securities issues should be 
promoted by MSTC’s planned network 
or regional custodians and depository 
statellites. Because that network seems 
reasonably designed to enable timely 
deliveries of these types of securities 
within each region, MSTC’s System 
should facilitate prompt settlement. In 
turn, such efficiency should help reduce, 
if not eliminate, the major obstacles to 
routine use of clearing agency facilities 
by MSTC municipal securities dealer 
participants. 


Conclusion 


The Commission finds, therefore, that 
the proposed rule change is consistent 
with the requirements of the Act and the 
rules and regulations thereunder 
applicable to registered clearing 
agencies, and, in particular, the 
requirements of Section 17A of the Act. 

It is therefore, ordered, pursuant to 
Section 19(b)(2) of the Act, that the 
proposed change be, and hereby is, 
approved. 


10 In contrast, DTC,s Program has stricter issue— 
eligibilty standards than MSTC's Program. 
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For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83-17063 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


Midwest Stock Exchange, Inc.; 
Applications for Unlisted Trading 


Privileges and of Opportunity for 
Hearing 


June 20, 1983. 

In the Matter of Applications of the 
MIDWEST STOCK EXCHANGE, INC. 
For Unlisted Trading Privileges in 
Certain Securities; Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934. 

The above named national securities 
exchange has filed applications with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
pursuant to Section 12(f}(1}(B) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and 
Rule i12f-1 thereunder, for unlisted 
trading privileges in the following 
stocks: 


FN Financial Corporation 
Common Stock, $.10 Par Value (File No. 7- 
6744) 
Helig-Meyers Company 
Common Stock, $2 Par Value (File No. 7- 
6745) 
Pulte Home Corporation 
Common Stock, $1 Par Value (File No. 7- 
6746) 
Hecla Mining Company (Delaware) 
Common Stock, $.25 Par Value (File No. 7- 
6747) 
NAFCO Financia! Group, Inc. (Holding 
Company) 
Common Stock, $.01 Par Value (File No. 7- 
6748) 
City Investing Company 
$2.875 Convertible Exchangeable 
Cumulative Preferred, Series E (File No. 
7-8749) 


These securities are listed and 
registered on one or more other national 
securities exchange and are reported in 
the consolidated transaction reporting 
system. 

Interested persons are invited to 
submit on or before July 12, 1983 written 
data, views and arguments concerning 
the above-referenced applications. 
Persons desiring to make written 
comments should file three copies 
thereof with the Secretary of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20549. Following this 
opportunity for hearing, the Commission 
will approve the applications if it finds, 
based upon all the information available 
to it, that the extensions of unlisted 
trading privileges pursuant to such 
applications are consistent with the 
maintenance of fair and orderly markets 
and the protection of investors. 





For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority. 

George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 83—17061 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


[Release No. 34-19884; File No. SR-NASD- 
83-13] 


Seif-Regulatory Organizations; 
Proposed Rule Change; Nationai 
Association of Securities Dealers, Inc.; 
Fees for NASDAQ/NMS Market Maker 
information 


Pursuant to Section 19({b){1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (“Act”), 
15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1), notice is hereby 
given that on June 3, 1983, the National 
Association of Securities Dealers, Inc. 
(“NASD”) filed with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission the proposed rule 
change as described in Items II, II, and 
IV below, which Items have been 
prepared by the NASD. The Commission 
is publishing this notice to solicit 
comments on the proposed rule change 
from interested persons. 


I. Background of the Proposed Rule 
Change 


Over-the-counter (“OTC”) securities 
designated as National Market System 
(“NMS”) Securities,’ pursuant to Rule 
11Aa2-1 (“Rule”) under the Act,? are 
“reported securities” and subject to, 
among other things, the quotation 
reporting and dissemination 
requirements of Rule 11Aci—1 (“Quote 
Rule”) under the Act.* 

Prior to the effectiveness of the first 
NMS designations, the NASD had 
applied to the Commission for an 
exemption from paragraph (b)(1) of the 
Quote Rule which requires the NASD to 
make available to vendors of securities 
information the bid, ask, and quotation 
size of each market maker in an NMS 
Security (“NMS Service”).* In its 
exemption request, the NASD stated 
that such information was equivalent to 
the quotation montage contained in 
NASDAQ Level 2 and Level 3 services * 


1 As of June 1, 1983, 283 of the most actively- 
traded OTC securities have been designated as 
NMS Securities. 

® For further information concerning the Rule, see 
Securities Exchange Act Release No. 17549 
(February 17, 1981), 46 FR 13992; and Securities 
Exchange Act Release No. 19797 (May 20, 1983), 48 
FR 24823. 

3 NMS Securities also are subject to the 
Commission's Vendor Display Rule, Rule 11Ac1-2, 
and Transaction Reporting Rule, Rule 11Aa3-1. See 
paragraph (a}(6) of the Quote Rule. 

* See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 18398 
(January 7, 1983), 47 FR 2225. 

® NASDAQ Level 2 service provides the full 
NASDAQ quotation data stream to subscribers, 


and had been offered to vendors in the 
past.* The NASD continued that while 
no vendor had requested access to this 
information, the NASD would renew its 
offer to make the data available. The 
NASD then requested an exemption 
from paragraph (b)(1) of the Quote Rule 
with respect to NMS Securities until 
such time as a vendor had requested 
this data, a suitable agreement with the 
vendor was negotiated, appropriate 
changes were established and the 
NASDAQ system was modified 
accordingly. 

In response to the Commission's 
solicitation of comment on the NASD's 
exemption request, Institutional 
Networks Corporation (“Instinet’’), a 
registered broker-dealer which operates 
both information services and a 
computerized stock execution system for 
institutional investors, stated that it had 
indicated to the NASD an interest in the 
NMS Service, and had entered into 
negotiations with the NASD regarding 
the price and terms of access to that 
Service. Accordingly, in order to provide 
the NASD, Instinet and other interested 
vendors with an opportunity to satisfy 
the necessary conditions relating to 
vendor access to the NMS Service, the 
Commission granted the NASD an 
exemption from having to furnish the 
Service until October 1, 1982, or until 
such time as a suitable agreement with 
Instinet or any other interested vendor 
was negotiated, appropriate charges 
were established and the NASDAQ 
system was modified to permit 
distribution of the information to 
vendors.” Thereafter, extensive 
negotiations between the NASD and 
Instinet resulted in limited progress 
toward the parties reaching agreement 
on price as well as certain key terms 
necessary for Instinet’s access to the 
NMS Service. Although the Commission 
noted its serious concern regarding the 
protracted negotiations, the Commission 
indicated that it would monitor closely 


which includes every quotation, with size, and 
identifiers of the market makers disseminating 
quotations in each NASDAQ security (Level 3 
service is essentially the same as Level 2 service but 
permits market makers to input quotations). 
NASDAQ Level 1 service only provides the best bid 
and ask quotations in each NASDAQ security and 
does not identify individual market makers. 

® Although the NASD is the exclusive processor 
of the NMS Securities information in that it collects 
this information and prepares it for distribution, the 
NASD faces potential competition in the market for 
providing the end-user with an inquiry unit, 
formatted data and communications linkage 
(‘Terminal Service”). In this respect, while some 
vendors, other than the NASD, provide Terminal 
Service for NASDAQ Level 1 service, at present, 
only the NASD provides Terminal Service for 
NASDAQ Level 2 and Level 3 services. 

7 See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 18585 
(March 23, 1982), 47 FR 13265. 
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the parties’ future negotiations; and 
thus, the Commission granted the NASD 
an extension of its Quote Rule 
exemption until March 1, 1983, ® and 
again until June 30, 1983.° 

To date, the NASD and Instinet have 
not entered into any contractual 
arrangement necessary for Instinet to 
begin receiving the NMS Service. The 
NASD, however, has implemented the 
requisite technical modifications so that 
vendors such as Instinet could be 
furnished the information once an 
agreement is reached. Having reached , 
an impasse in the negotiations with 
Instinet, the NASD'’s present proposed 
rule change reflects the terms of the 
NASD’s last offer in those negotiations. 


Il. Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement of the Terms of Substance of 
the Proposed Rule Change 


The proposed rule change amends 
Schedule D of the NASD’s By-Laws to 
provide fees to vendors and subscribers 
of NASDAQ/NMS Market Maker 
Information. The rate for subscribers 
will be dependent upon the percentage 
NASDAQ/NMS trading volume bears to 
total NASDAQ volume and will range 
from $37.50 per month to $150 per 
month. Vendors will pay a total 
facilities charge not to exceed $3,200 per 
month. Since this information is 
included in NASDAQ Level 2/3 Service, 
no additional charge will be assessed 
subscribers of these Services. 


Ill. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statements Regarding the Proposed Rule 
Change 


in its filing with the Commission, the 
self-regulatory organization included 
statements concerning the purpose of 
the basis for the proposed rule change 
and discussed any comments it received 
on the proposed rule change. The text of 
these statements may be examined at 
the places specified in Item V below. 
The self-regulatory organization has 
prepared summaries, set forth in 
sections (A), (B), and (C) below, of the 
most significant aspects of such 
statements. 


® See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 19118 
(October 12, 1982), 47 FR 46793. 

® See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 19564 
(March 3, 1983), 48 FR 10175. The Commission 
granted the most recent extension, however, for the 
sole purpose of allowing the NASD to complete its 
technical perparations to make the information 
available. In this regard, the Commission stated 
that, in light of the previous extensions, it could not 
foresee any circumstances that would justify a 
further extension of the exemption. 


A. Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


The proposed rule change establishes 
fees for vendors and subscribers of 
NASDAQ/National Market System 
Market Maker Information. This Service 
is being supplied pursuant to the 
requirements of Commission Rule 
11Ac1-1 and is consistent with Section 
15A(b){5) of the Act. 


B. Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement on Burden on Competition 


Subscribers to this Service will 
receive a portion of the information 
provided NASDAQ Level 2/3 
subscribers. NASDAQ Level 2/3 © 
subscribers are charged a rate of $150 
per month plus $.01 per quotation 
request. Moreover, NASDAQ Level 2/3 
subscribers must also pay the terminal 
charges specified in Schedule D. The 
rate submitted herein is discounted to 
reflect the lesser relative worth of the 
information made available under this 
new Service. In addition, there will be 
no charge by the Association for 
quotation requests or terminal 
equipment since such will be provided 
subscribers by the vendors. Thus, this 
new Service may provide an economic 
alternative to those subscribers who are 
served by a vendor offi this Service 
and desire only NASDAQ/NMS 
quotation information. Since NASDAQ 
Level 2/3 Service will continue to be 
available to any person in the 48 
contiguous states who desires it at rates 
which have already been approved by 
the Commission, the Association does 
not foresee a burden on competition. 


C. Self-Regulatory Organization's 
Statement on Comments on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received From 
Members, Participants or Others 


Comments were neither solicited or 
received. , 


IV. Date of Effectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for 


Commission Action 


Within 35 days of the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register or within such longer period (i) 
as the Commission may designate up to 
90 days of such date if it finds such 
longer period to be appropriate and 
publishes its reasons for so finding or (ii) 
as to which the self-regulatory 
organization consents, the Commission 
will: 

(a) by order approve such proposed 
rule change, or 
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(b) institute proceedings to determine 
whether the proposed rule change 
should be disapproved. 


V. Solicitation of Comments 


The NASD’s proposed rule change 
raises a number of issues regarding the 
dissemination of market information. 
First, the proposed fees raise questions 
regarding the appropriate prices and 
terms that an exclusive processor of 
securities data can impose on vendors 
that may compete with the exclusive 
processor in the Terminal Service 
market. In this regard, Section 11A(c) of 
the Act provides that the Commission 
may, by rule, assure that “all securities 
information processors may, for 
purposes of distribution and publication, 
obtain [securities data made available 
by an exclusive processor] on fair and 
reasonable terms.” 2° 

Second, the proposed fees for 
subscribers must be examined to see 
whether such fees are fair and 
reasonable and are consistent with the 
Congressional mandate in Section 
11A(a)(1) of the Act to assure “the 
availability to brokers, dealers, and 
investors of information with respect to 
quotations for and transactions in 
securities.” Moreover, the Commission 
must examine whether, with respect to 
exchange members, brokers and dealers 
and securities information processors, 
the proposed fee schedule (both the 


_vendor fee and the subscriber fee) are 


not “unreasonable discriminatory.” +? 

Finally, the proposed NASD rule 
raises significant questions with respect 
to the relationship between the 
proposed fees for NMS Service and 
existing fees charged by the NASD for 
Level 2 and Level 3 services.!* 

In order to evaluate the issues raised 
by the NASD's proposed rule change, 
the Commission requests that 
commentators, in addition to any 
general comments concerning the rule 
change, address whether such rule 
change is consistent with the Act, and 
specifically respond to the following 
questions: 

1. Would the proposed fee structure 
provide vendors’ subscribers access to 
NMS Securities quotation information in 
a non-discriminatory manner at a cost 
which would not impose an unnecessary 
or inappropriate burden on competition? 

2. Is it appropriate to base the 
subscriber charge for the NMS Service 
on the NASD's NASDAQ Level 2/3 
information charge? 


10 See Section 11A(c)(1)(C) of the Act. 
11 See Section 11A(c)(1)(D) of the Act. 
18 See, e.g., Section 15A(b)(5) of the Act. 





3. Should the charges for information 
only services such as NASDAQ Level 2 
service or Instinet’s proposed NMS 
Service be based on charges for 
NASDAQ Level 3 service which permits 
registered market makers to disseminate 
quotation information? 

4. Assuming it is appropriate to use 
the Level 2/3 charge as the basis for 
calculating the NMS Service charge, is 
the Level 2/3 charge reasonably related 
to the NASD's costs of providing the 
Level 2/3 service? 

5. Is the proposed formula for 
calculating the fees (based on the ratio 
NMS share and dollar volume bears to 
NASDAQ volume) appropriate? 

6. Assuming the formula itself is 
appropriate, in light of the fact that 
“higher volume results when the NMS 
reporting rule is followed than when the 
NASDAQ rule is followed,” '% is it 
appropriate to calculate the NMS 
Service charge based on a percentage of 
NASDAQ volume without some 
downward adjustment for NMS reported 
volume? In addition, what, if any, is the 
justification for rounding the volume 
percentage to the next highest quartile? 

7. Are the charges reasonably related 
to the NASD's cost of providing the 
NMS Service to vendors? Should the 
charges be based on the NASD's cost of 
providing the information? If the charges 
should be cost based, does the 
Commission have sufficient information 
to determine whether the fees are cost 
justified? 

8. What is an appropriate rate of 
return that the NASD may collect as a 
result of providing the NMS Service? 

9. Could vendors and their subscribers 
reasonably be expected to purchase this 
Service under the proposed terms and 
fees? 

10. What is the elasticity of subscriber 
demand for this information (to what 
extent would subscribers purchase this 
information if the fees were reduced 
slightly/substantially)? 

11. At the proposed rates, would 
subscribers rather purchase the NMS 
Service or NASDAQ Level 2 service 
from the NASD for $150.00? 

12. Would the present subscribers to 
the NASD's Level 2 service reduce or 
discontinue Terminal Service with the 
NASD in the event that other vendors 
such as Instinet begin providing 
Terminal Service for the NMS Service? 

13. Is it appropriate for the NASD to 
determine the precise level of charges 
that a vendor's customers (the end- 
users) should pay to the NASD for the 
NMS Service? 

14. Should commentators believe that 
it is proper for the NASD to set the 


'3 See 8 NASDAQ News No. 1 (May 1983). 


charges discussed in question 13, above, 
is it still appropriate for the NASD to bill 
the vendor's customers directly for these 
charges, or should the vendor be 
permitted to pay the NASD the 
subscriber charges (and then 
presumably pass these charges onto the 
end-user as part of the vendor's 
Terminal Service charge)? 


15. The proposed rule change does not 
provide for multiple interrogation unit 
discounts; should the NASD provide for 
such discounts [similar to those that 
presently are provided for securities 
information in listed stocks by the 
Consolidated Quotation Association 
(“CQA” 14]? 

16. If incremental unit discounts of the 
same magnitude as those given by the 
CQA were provided for the NASD’s 
NMS Service, how would this pricing 
method effect the calculation of the 
charge for the subscriber's first unit? 


In order to assist the Commission in 
determining whether to approve the 
proposed rule change, interested 
persons are invited to submit written 
data, views and arguments concerning 
the submission within 21 days from the 
date of publication in the Federal 
Register. Persons desiring to make 
written comments should file six copies 
thereof with the Secretary of the 
Commission, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 450 5th Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20549. Reference 
should be made to File No. SR-NASD- 
83-13. 


Copies of the submission, all written 
statements with respect to the proposed 
rule change which are filed with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the proposed 
rule change between the Commission 
and any person, other that those which 
may be withheld from the public,!* will 
be available for inspection and copying 
at the Commission's Public Reference 
Room. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority. '6 


Dated: june 17, 1983. 


George A. Fitzsimmons, 
Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 83-1702 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


** The CQA, depending upon the exchange 
membership status of the subscriber, charges 
between $50.00 ar:d $77.50 for the subscriber's first 
interrogation unit and between $5.00 and $7.75 for 
each additional unit 


*8 17 CFR 240.24b--2. 
*6 17 CFR 200.30-<(a)(12). 
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SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
[License No. 02/02-5466] 


Grenier Capital Corp.; Application for 
License to Operate as a Small 
Business Investment Company (SBIC) 


An application for a license to operate 
as a small business investment company 
under the provisions of Section 301(d) of 
the Small Business Investment Act of 
1958, as amended (15 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), 
has been filed by Grenler Capital 
Corporation, Lincoln and Jefferson 
Avenues, New Square, New York 10977 
with the Small Business Administration 
(SBA) pursuant to 13 CFR 107.102 (1983). 

The officers and directors of the 
Applicant are as follows: 


Dr. Stanley Greenberg, 307 Hicksville 
Road, Far Rockaway, New York 
11691; President, Director; 42.5% 
Stockholder. 

Dr. Peter David Machlis, 564 Longacre 
Avenue, Woodmere, New York 11598; 
Vice-President, Director; 5.0% 
Stockholder. 

Dr. Benjamin Lerner, 1815 Avenue K, 
Brooklyn, New York 11230; Secretary, 
Director; 42.5% Stochholder. 

Mr. Menachem David, 254 Edwards 
Boulevard, Long Beach, New York 
11561; Treasurer; 10.0% Stockholder. 

Mr. Meyer Steier, 1578 44th Street, 
Brooklyn, New York 11219; Advisor/ 
Manager. 


The Applicant will begin operations 
with a capitalization of $500,000 which 
will be a source of equity capital and 
long-term loans for qualified small 
business concerns. 

The Applicant will conduct its 
operations principally in the State of 
New York. 

As an SBIC under Section 301(d) of 
the Act, the Applicant has been 
organized and chartered solely for the 
purpose of performing the functions and 
conducting the activities contemplated 
under the Small Business Investment 
Act of 1958, as amended, from time to 
time, and will provide assistance solely 
to small business concerns which will 
contribute to a well-balanced national 
economy by facilitating ownership in 
such concerns by persons whose 
participation in the free enterprise 
system is hampered because of social or 
economic disadvantages. 

Matters involved in SBA's 
consideration of the Applicant include 
the general business reputation and 
character of the proposed owners and 
management, and the probability of 
successful operation of the Applicant 
under their management, including 
adequate profitability and financial 
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soundness, in accordance with the Small 
Business Investment Act and the SBA 
Rules and Regulations. 

Notice is hereby given that any person 
may, not later than 15 days from the 
publication of this notice, submit to SBA 
written comments on the proposed 
Applicant. Any such communication 
should be addressed to the Deputy 
Associate Administrator for Investment, 
Small Business Administration, 1441 L 
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20416. 

A copy of this notice shall be 
published in a newspaper of general 
circulation in New Square, New York. 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 


Program No. 59.011, Small Business 
Investment Companies) 


Dated: June 14, 1983. 
Robert G. Lineberry, 


Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 


[FR Doc. 83-17110 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01 


[License No. 02/02-5465] 


M&M Venture Capital Corp.; 
Application for License To Operate as 
a Small Business investment Company 
(SBIC) 


An application for a license to operate 


as a small business investment company 
under the provisions of Section 301(d) of 
the Small Business Investment Act of 
1958, as amended (15 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), 
has been filed by M&M Venture Capital 
Corporation, Lincoln & Jefferson 
Avenue, New Square, New York 10977 
with the Small Business Administration 
(SBA), pursuant to 13 CFR 107.102 
(1983). 

The officers, and directors of the 
Applicant are as follows: 


Moses Spielman, 214 Hewes Street, 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 11211; Director/ 
Chairman of the Board/President; 
50%. 

Moses Friedman, 59 Quickway Road, 
Monroe, N.Y. 10950; Treasurer/ 
Secretary; 50%. 

Meyer Steier Assoc., 1578 44th Street, 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 11219; Manager; 
$25,000; None. 

The Applicant will begin operations 
with a capitalization of $500,000 which 
will be a source of equity capital and 
long-term loans for qualified small 
business concerns. 

The Applicant will conduct its 
operations principally in the State of 
New York. 

As an SBIC under Section 301(d) of 
the Act, the Applicant has been 
organized and chartered solely for the 
activities contemplated under the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958, as 


amended, from time to time, and will 
provide assistance solely to small 
business concerns which will contribute 
to a well-balanced national economy by 
facilitating ownership in such concerns 
by persons whose participation in the 
free enterprise system is hampered 
because of social or economic 
disadvantages. 

Matters involved in SBA’s 
consideration of the Applicant include 
the general business reputation and 
character of the proposed owners and 
management, and the probability of 
successful operation of the Applicant 
under their management, including 
adequate profitability and financial 
soundness, in accordance with the Small 
Business Investment Act and the SBA 
Rules and Regulations. 

Notice is hereby given that any person 
may, not later than 15 days from the 
publication of this notice, submit to SBA 
written comments on the proposed 
Applicant. Any such communication 
should be addressed to the Deputy 
Associate Administrator for Investment, 
Small Business Administration, 1441 L 
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20416. 

A copy of this notice shall be 
published in a newspaper of general 
circulation in New York. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 59.011, Small Business 
Investment Companies) 

Dated: June 21, 1983. 
Robert G. Lineberry, 
Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 
(FR Doc. 83-17109 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES 
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE 


Establishment of Commodity Policy 
Advisory Committee 


The U.S. Trade Representative has 
taken steps to renew the Commodity 
Policy Advisory Committee. This 
Committee will be chartered pursuant to 
Section 135(c)(2) of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155), as amended; the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. App. 1); and Section 4(d) of 
Executive Order No. 11846, March 27, 
1975. The charter of this Committee will 
be filed 15 days from the date of this 
notice. 

The Commodity Policy Advisory 
Committee will advise, consult with, and 
make recommendations to the United 
States Trade Representative and 
relevant cabinet agencies regarding 
policy issues related to negotiation or 


operation of international agreements 
affecting trade in commodities. 

The Committee will meet 
approximately three or four times per 
year, depending on the needs of the U.S. 
Trade Representative. The U.S. Trade 
Representative or his designee will 
convene meetings of the Committee. 

Members of the Committee shall be 
appointed by, and serve at the 
discretion of the U.S. Trade 
Representative. Representatives from 
the private sector wishing further 
information or to be considered for 
appointment to serve on the Committee 
should contact: The United States Trade 
Representative, Office of Private Sector 
Liaison, 600 17th Street, NW., Room 123, 
Washington, D.C. 20506, (202) 395-6120. 

Signed, 

Phyllis O. Bonanno, 

Director, Office of Private Sector Liaison. 
{FR Doc. 83-17010 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3190-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms 


(Notice No. 470] 


Commerce in Explosives; List of 
Explosive Materials 


Pursuant to the provisions of Section 
841(d) of Title 18, United States Code, 
and 27 CFR 55.23, the Director, Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, must 
publish and revise at least annually in 
the Federal Register a list of explosives 
determined to be within the coverage of 
18 U.S.C. Chapter 40, Importation, 
Manufacture, Distribution and Storage 
of Explosive Materials. This Chapter 
covers not only explosives, but also 
blasting agents and detonators, all of 
which are defined as explosive 
materials in section 841(c) of Title 18, 
United States Code. 

Accordingly, the following is the 1983 
List of Explosive Materials subject to 
regulation under 18 U.S.C. Chapter 40, 
which includes both the list of 
explosives (including detonators) 
required to be published in the Federal 
Register and blasting agents. The list is 
intended to also include any and all 
mixtures containing any of the materials 
in the list. Materials constituting 
blasting agents are marked by an 
asterisk. While the list is 
comprehensive, it is not all inclusive. 
The fact that an explosive material may 
not be on the list does not mean that it is 
not within the coverage of the law if it 
otherwise meets the statutory 
definitions in Section 841 of Title 18, 





United States Code. Explosive materials 
ere listed alphabetically by their 
common names followed by chemical 
names and synonyms in brackets. This 
revised list supersedes the List of 
Explosive Materials dated September 
16, 1982 (47 FR 40974). 


List of Explosive Materials 
A 


Acetylides of heavy metals. 

Aluminum containing polymeric propellant. 

Aluminum ophorite explosive. 

Amatex. 

Amatol. 

Ammonal. 

Ammonium nitrate explosive mixtures (cap 
sensitive). 

*Ammonium nitrate explosive mixtures (non 
cap sensitive). 

Aromatic nitro-compound explosive 
mixtures. 

Ammonium perchlorate having particle size 
less than 15 microns. 


Ammonium perchlorate composite propellant. 


Ammonium picrate [picrate of ammonia, 
Explosive D]. 

Ammonium salt lattice with isomorphously 
substituted inorganic salts. 

*ANFO [ammonium nitrate-fuel oil]. 


B 


Baratol. 

Baronol. 

BEAF [1,2-bis (2,2-difluoro-2- 
nitroacetoxyethane)]. 

Black powder. 

Black powder based explosive mixtures. 

“Blasting agents, nitro-carbo-nitrates, 
including non cap sensitive slurry and 
water-gel explosives. 

Blasting caps. 

Blasting gelatin. 

Blasting powder. 

BTNEC [bis (trinitroethy) carbonate]. 

BTNEN (bis (trinitroethyl) nitramine] 

BTTN [1,2,4, butanetriol trinitrate]. 

Buty! tetryl. 


Cc 


Calcium nitrate explosive mixture. 
Cellulose hexanitrate explosive mixture. 
Chlorate explosive mixtures. 
Composition A and variations. 
Composition B and variations. 
Composition C and variations. 

Copper acetylide. 

Cyanuric triazide. 
Cyclotrimethylenetrinitramine [RDX]. 
Cyclotetramethylenetetranitramine [HMX]. 
Cyclotol. 


D 


DATB {diaminotrinitrobenzene]. 

DDNP {diazodinitrophenol]. 

DEGDN jdiethyleneglycol dinitrate]. 

Detonating cord. 

Detonators. 

Dimethylol dimethyl methane dinitrate 
compositon. 

Dinitroethyleneurea. 

Dinitroglycerine [glycerol dinitrate]. 

Dinitrophenol. 

Dinitrophenolates. 

Dinitropheny] hydrazine. 


Dinitroresorcinol. 

Dinitrotoluene-sodium nitrate explosive 
mixtures. 

DIPAM. 

Dipicryl sulfone. 

Dipicrylamine. 

DNDP {dinitropentano nitrile]. 

DNPA [2,2-dinitropropyl acrylate}. 

Dynamite. 


E 


EDNA. 

Ednatol. 

EDNP [ethyl 4,4,-dinitropentanoate]. 

Erythritol tetranitrate explosives. 

Esters of nitro-substituted alcohols. 

EGDN [ethylene glycol dinitrate]. 

Ethyl-tetryl. 

Explosive conitrates. 

Explosive gelatins. 

Explosive mixtures containing oxygen 
releasing inorganic salts and hydrocarbons. 

Explosive mixtures containing oxygen 
releasing inorganic salts and nitro bodies. 

Explosive mixtures containing oxygen 
releasing inorganic salts and water 
insoluble fueis. 

Explosive mixtures containing oxygen 
releasing inorganic salts and water soluble 
fuels. 

Explosive mixtures containing sensitized 
nitromethane. 

Explosive mixtures containing 
tetranitromethane (nitro form). 

Explosive nitro compounds of aromatic 
hydrocarbons. 5 

Explosive organic nitrate mixtures. 

Explosive liquids. 

Explosive powders. 


F 


Fulminate of mercury. 
Fulminate of silver. 
Fulminating gold. 
Fulminating mercury. 
Fulminating platinum. 
Fulminating silver. 


G 


Gelatinized nitrocellulose. 

Gem-dinitro aliphatic explosive mixtures. 
Guany! nitrosamino guany] tetrazene. 
Guany] nitrosamino guanylidene dydrazine. 
Guncstton. 


H 


Heavy metal azides. 

Hexanite. 

Hexanitrodiphenylamine. 

Hexanitrostilbene. 

Hexogene or octogene and a nitrated N- 
methylaniline. 

Hexolites. 

HMxX [cyclo-1,3,5,7-tetramethylene-2,4,6,8- 
tetranitramine; Octogen]. 

Hydrazinium nitrate/hydrazine/aluminum 
explosive system. 

Hydrazoic acid. 


I 


Igniter cord. 
Igniters. 


K 

KDNBF [potassium dinitrobenzo-furoxane]. 
L 

Lead azide. 
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Lead mannite. 

Lead mononitroresorcinate. 

Lead picrate. 

Lead salts, explosive. . 

Lead styphnate [styphnate of lead, lead 
trinitroresorcinate]. 

Liquid nitrated polyol and trimethylolethane. 

Liquid oxygen explosives. 


M 


Magnesium ophorite explosives. 

Mannitol hexanitrate. 

MDNP [methy! 4,4-dinitropentanoate]. 

Mercuric fulminate. 

Mercury oxalate. 

Mercury tartrate. 

Minol-2 [40% TNT, 40% ammonium nitrate, 
20% aluminum]. 

Mononitrotoluene-nitroglycerin mixture. 

Monopropellants. 


N 


NIBTN [nitroisobutametriol trinitrate]. 

Nitrate sensitized with gelled nitroparaffin. 

Nitrated carbohydrate explosive. 

Nitrated glucoside explosive. 

Nitrated polyhydric alcohol explosives. 

Nitrates of soda explosive mixtures. 

Nitric acid and a nitro aromatic compound 
explosive. 

Nitric acid and carboxylic fuel explosive. 

Nitric acid explosive mixtures. 

Nitro aromatic explosive mixtures. 

Nitro compounds of furane explosive 
mixtures. 

Nitrocellulose explosive. 

Nitroderivative of urea explosive mixture. 

Nitrogelatin explosive. 

Nitrogen trichloride. 

Nitrogen tri-iodide. 

Nitroglycerine [NG, RNG, nitro, glyceryl 
trinitrate, trinitroglycerine]. 

Nitroglycide. 

Nitroglycol (ethylene glycol dinitrate, EGDN) 

Nitroguanidine explosives. 

Nitroparaffins Explosive Grade and 
ammonium nitrate mixtures. 

Nitronium perchlorate propellant mixtures. 

Nitrostarch. 

Nitro-substituted carboxylic acids. 

Nitrourea. 


O 


Octogen [HMX]. 

Octol [75 percent HMX, 25 percent TNT]. 
Organic amine nitrates. 

Organic nitramines. 


P 


PBX [RDX and plasticizer]. 

Pellet powder. 

Penthrinite composition. 

Pentolite. 

Perchlorate explosive mixtures. 

Peroxide based explosive mixtures. 

PETN [nitropentaerythrite, pentaerythrite 
tetranitrate, pentaerythritol tetranitrate]. 

Picramic acide and its salts. 

Picramide. 

Picrate of potassium explosive mixtures. 

Picratol. 

Picric acid (explosive grade). 

Picry] chloride. 

Picry] fluoride. 

PLX (95% nitromethane, 5% ethylenediamine]. 

Polynitro aliphatic compounds. 
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Polyolpolynitrate-nitrocellulose explosive 
gels. 

Potassium chlorate and lead sulfocyanate 
explosive. 

Potassium nitrate explosive mixtures. 

Potassium nitroaminotetrazole. 


R 


RDX [cyclonite, hexogen, T4, cyclo-1,3,5,- 
timethylene-2,4,6,-trinitramine; hexahydro- 
1,3,5-trinitro-S-triazine]. 


S 


Safety fuse. 

Salts of organic amino sulfonic acid explosive 
mixture. 

Silver acetylide. 

Silver azide. 

Silver fulminate. 

Silver oxalate explosive mixtures. 

Silver styphnate. 

Silver tartrate explosive mixtures. 

Silver tetrazene. 

Slurried explosive mixtures of water, 
inorganic oxidizing salt, gelling grant, fuel 
and sensitizer (cap sensitive). 

Smokeless powder. 

Sodatol. 

Sodium amatol. 

Sodium dinitro-ortho-cresolate. 

Sodium nitrate-potassium nitrate explosive 
mixture. 


Sodium picramate. 
Squibs. 
Styphnic acid. 


T . 


Tacot [tetranitro-2,3,5,6,-dibenzo-1:3a,4,6a- 


tetrazapentalene}. 

TATB [triaminotrinitrobenzene}. 

TEGDN [triethylene glycol dinitrate]. 

Tetrazene [tetracene, tetrazine, 1(5- 
tetrazolyl)-4-guany] tetrazene hydrate]. 

Tetranitrocarbazole. 

Tetry! (2,4,6, tetranitro-N-methylaniline]. 

Tetrytol. 

Thickened inorganic oxidizer salt slurried 
explosive mixture. 

TMENTN (trimethylolethane trinitrate). 

TNEF [trinitroethyl formal]. 

TNEOC [trinitroethylorthocarbonate]. 

TNEOF [{trinitroethyl orthoformate]. 

TNT [trinitrotoluene, trotyl, trilite, triton]. 

Torpex. 

Tridite. 

Trimethylol ethyl methane trinitrate 
composition. 

Trimethylolthane trinitrate-nitrocellulose. 

Trimonite. 

Trinitroanisole. 

Trinitrobenzene. 

Trinitrobenzoic acid. 

Trinitrocresol. 

Trinitro-meta-cresol. 








Trinitronaphthalene. 
Trinitrophenetol. 
Trinitrophloroglucinol. 
Trinitroresorcinol. 
Tritonal. 


U 
Urea nitrate. 
w 


Water bearing explosives having salts of 
oxidizing acids and nitrogen bases, 
sulfates, or sulfamates (cap sensitive). 


X 


Xanthamonas hydrophilic colloid explosive 
mixture. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Firearms and Explosives Operations 
Branch, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, 
NW, Washington, DC: 20226 (202-566- 
7591). 
Signed: June 17, 1983. 
Stephen E. Higgins, 
Director. 
[FR Doc. 83-17108 Filed 6-23-83; &:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4810-31-M 
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Sunshine Act Meetings 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices of meetings published 
under the “Government in the Sunshine 
Act” (Pub. L. 94-408) 5 U.S.C. 
552b(e)(3). 


CONTENTS 


Federal Election Commission............... 
Federal Maritime Commission 
Federal Reserve System 

Tennessee Valiey Authority 


1 


FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 


DATE AND TIME: Thursday, June 30, 1983 
at 10 a.m. 


PLACE: 1325 K Street NW., Washington, 
D.C. 


STATUS: This meeting will be closed to 
the public. 


MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: Personnel. 


PERSON TO CONTACT FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Mr. Fred Eiland, 
Information Officer, Telephone: 202- 
523-4065. 

Marjorie W. Emmons, 

Secretary of the Commission 

[S-912-83 Filed 6-22-83; 9:14 am] 

BILLING CODE 6715-0i-M 
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FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 

TIME AND DATE: 9 a.m., June 29, 1983. 
PLACE: Hearing Room One, 1100 L Street 
NW., Washington, D.C. 20573. 

STATUS: Open. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 


1. Agreements Nos. 9902-15, 9973-9 and 
5200-41: Modifications of the Johnson 
Scanstar, Euro Pacific Joint Service and 
Pacific Coast European Conference 
Agreements, respectively, to authorize inland 
service and ratemaking. 

2. Agreement No. 10137-7: Extension of the 
Barber Blue Sea Line Joint Service Agreement 
through September 26, 1988. 

3. Agreement No. 10467: Latin American 
Charter Agreement and Agreement No. 10468: 
Latin American Discussion Agreement. 

4. Agreements Nos. 10424—2 and 10424-3: 
Modifications of the United States Atlantic & 
Gulf/Jamaica and Hispaniola Steamship 
Conference to provide for establishment of 
uniform rules for free time, demurrage and 
detention and for other purposes. 

5. Trans Freight Lines, Inc.: Petition for 
Reinstatement of General Order 29. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Francis C. Hurney, 
Secretary (202) 523-5725. 


[S-913-83 Filed 6-22-83; 9:14 am] 
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M 
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FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 
(Board of Governors) 


“FEDERAL REGISTER” CITATION OF 
PREVIOUS ANNOUNCEMENT: 48 FR 28173, 
Monday, June 20, 1983. 


PREVIOUSLY ANNOUNCED TIME AND DATE 


OF THE MEETING: Approximately 11 a.m.., 


Wednesday, June 22, 1983, following a 

recess at the conclusion of the open 

meeting. 

CHANGES IN THE MEETING: Addition of 

the following closed item(s) to the 

meeting: 

Proposed response to Congress regarding 
consumer protection regulations. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Mr. Joseph R. Coyne, 
Assistant to the Board (202) 452-3204. 


Dated: June 22, 1983 


James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary to the Board. 
[S-915-83 Filed 8-22-83; 3:53 pm] 

BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 
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FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

(Board of Governors) 

TIME AND DATE: 10 a.m., Wednesday, 
June 29, 1983. 


PLACE: 20th Street and Constitution 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20551. 


STATUS: Closed. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 


1. Personnel actions (appointments, 
promotions, assignments, reassignments, and 
salary actions) involving individual Federal 
Reserve System employees. 

2. Any items carried forward from a 
previously announced meeting. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Mr. Joseph R. Coyne, 
Assistant to the Board (202) 452-3204. 


Dated: June 21, 1983. 


James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 
(S-911-83 Filed 6-21-83; 5:12 pm] 

BILLING CODE 6210-01-m 
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5 
TENNESSEE VALLEV AUTHORITY 


[Meeting No. 1313] 


TIME AND DATE: 6:30 p.m. (c.d.t.) 
Wednesday, June 29, 1983. 


PLACE: Blossomwood Elementary 
School, 1321 Woodmont Avenue, 
Huntsville, Alabama. 


STATUS: Open. 
AGENDA ITEMS: 


A—Project Authorizations 

A1. Project Authorization No. 3660— 
Scrubber sludge oxidation facilities and 
additional sludge disposal area at 
Widows Creek Steam Plant. 

A2. Project Authorization No. 3661— 
Design, engineering, solicitation, and 
installation of telephone system in 
Muscle Shoals, Alabama, and network 
control facilities in Chattanooga, 
Tennessee 

B—Purchase Awards 

B1. Amendment to Contract 77K53-820732 
with ITT Grinnell Corporation, 
Providence, Rhode Island, for Seismic 
Supports for Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. 

C—Power Items 

C1. Modifications in guidelines for 
dispersed power production program 
with regard to the purchase of power 
from qualified facilities located outside 
the area in which TVA or distributors of 
TVA are a source of power supply. 

C2. Delegation of authority to permit 
mining of TVA's Dade County, Georgia, 
coal reserves. 

C3. Letter agreement with Mississippi 
Power & Light Company to increase the 
fixed rate basis of settlement for 
emergency assistance from 7.5 mills per 
kilowatthour to 100 miils per 
kilowatthour. 

C4. Letter agreement with Cincinnati Gas & 
Electric Company and Louisville Gas and 
Electric Company amending existing tri- 
party agreement to update toll 
provisions. 

C5. Phase II of limited demonstration of 
spent nuclear fuel rod consolidation at 
the Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant under 
contract No. TV-48296A with 
Department of Energy. 

C6. Supplement to letter agreement with 
the Southeastern Power Administration 
providing for a one-year extension of the 
agreement under which TVA purchases 
Cumberland River power. 

C7. Amendment to Contractual 
Arrangements with Tennessee Valley 
Public Power Association and 
Distributors Insurance Company (TVPPA 
Insurance). 

D—Personnel Items 
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D1. Personal services contracts with 
Kenneth L. Penegar, Richard S. Wirtz, 
Kenneth D. McCasland, Sr., and James C. 
Winkles in connection with contracts 
disputes appeals. 

D2. Renewal of consulting contract with 
John M. Kellberg, Knoxville, Tennessee, 
for consultation on major hydro projects 
and engineering problems associated 
with thermal power plants, requested by 
the Office of Engineering Design and 
Construction. 

D3. Renewal of consulting contract with 
Sargent & Lundy, Chicago, Illinois, for 
advice and assistance in connection with 
the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, requested 
by the Office of Engineering Design and 
Construction. 

D4. Amendment to personal services 
contract with United Engineers & 
Constructors, Inc., Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, for architectural, 
engineering, and other related services, 
requested by the Office of Engineering 
Design and Construction. 

D5. Personal services contract with BDM 
Corporation, Mcl.e3n, Virginia, to 


provide for telecommunications system 
engineering support in connection with 
transition from South Central Bell system 
dependence to TVA-owned facilities, 
requested by. the Division of Property 
and Services. 

E—Real Property Transactions 

E1. Sale of permanant easement to Decatur 
Transit, Inc., for construction, operation, 
and maintendance of barge fleeting 
facilities, affecting approximately 3.0 
acres of wheeler Reservoir land in 
Limesione County, Alabama—tTract No. 
XWR-616E. 

E2. Filing of condemnation suit. 

F—Unclassified 

F1. Contract with Chattanooga State 
Technical Community College covering 
arrangements for cooperation in a high 
technology training center. 

F2. Cooperative agreement with U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Department of 
Interior, covering arrangements for 
wetlands mapping in the Tennessee 
Valley area. 

F3. Contract with Kidder, Peabody, & 
Company, Inc., for cooperative efforts in 
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seeking equity participants for the North 
Alabama coal-to-methano! project. 

F4, Proposed Contract with Exxon 
Research and Engineering Company for 
Operation of the Ammonia from Coal 
Facility Using Exxon Denor Solvent 
Process Residue; and Proposed Research 
and Development Agreement with 
Texaco, Inc., for Use of the Ammonia 
from Coal Facility. 

F5. Revised budget plan for fiscal year 
1983—Midyear Review. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Craven H. Crowell, Jr., 
Director of Information, or a member of 
his staff can respond to requests for 
information about this meeting. Call 
(615) 632-3257, Knoxville, Tennessee. 
Information is also available at TVA’s 
Washington Office (202) 245-0101. 


Dated: June 22, 1983. 
[S-914-83 Filed 6-22-83; 3:48 pm] 
BILLING CODE 8120-01-M 
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OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND 
BUDGET 


implementation of Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federai Programs” 


AGENCY: Management Reform Division 
and Associate Director for Management, 
Office of Management and Budget. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice contains a letter 
from the President to governors, 
legislative leaders, and officers of major 
local government organizations. The 
notice also discusses how comments 
addressed to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) during the public 
comment period on agency proposed 
rules on E.O. 12372 were handled, and 
future steps being undertaken to 
implement the Order. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Walter S. Groszyk Jr., Room 10236, New 
Executive Office Building, 726 Jackson 
Place NW., Washington, D.C. 20503. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Letter from the President 


On June 23,1983, the President wrote 
an identical letter to the state and local 
officials indicated above. The letter is as 
follows: 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

Washington 
June 23, 1983. 

Dear Scott: Nearly a year ago, I signed 
E.O. 12372, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Federal Programs.” which clearly set 
out the direction I wanted Federal 
agencies to take in their dealings with 
state and local governments. 
Remembering my days in California, I 
specifically wanted the Federal agencies 
to be responsive to you and your fellow 
state and local elected officials. I 
wanted you to have greater influence in 
the actions we take that affect your 
jurisdictions—whether building a 
highway, awarding an elderly nutrition 
grant, or locating a sewage treatment 
plant. 

With their joint publication of final 
rules tomorrow, the Federal agencies 
will clearly indicate to you and your 
colleagues how they will be responsive 
to your concerns. In essence, we have 
established an approach that is based 
on your own review and comment 
processes. 

You now have three months to finalize 
your approach as we work together 
toward September 30th, the day this 
major change takes effect. 

I pledge to you the full cooperation 
and support of my Administration as 
together, in the spirit of Federalism, we 


make intergovernmental cooperation a 
reality. 
Sincerely, 


(2 enand. (oper 


[The Honorable Scott M. Matheson, Governor 
of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah 84114] 


The Office of Management and Budget 
is publishing this letter for state and 
local officials who will be working 
together over the next several months to 
finalize a state process on 
intergovernmental coordination and 
review, and to select federal programs 
and activities to be covered under that 
state process. 


Comments on Agency Proposed Rules 


OMB received numerous comments on 
the agencies’ Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking. These comments were 
provided to ali affected agencies as 
appropriate for inclusion in the agency 
dockets. As OMB did not publish any 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, we 
asked the agencies to consider the 
comments that were sent us. The 
agencies have done so, and have 
addressed these comments in the 
preambles to their final rules. 

There were, however, several 
comments that the rulemaking agencies 
were unable to respond to. These 
comments asked that the United States 
Synthetic Fuels Corporation and the 
Interstate Commerce Commission be 
included among the federal agencies to 
which the Executive Order applies. 
OMB does not believe the Executive 
Order should be applied to these 
agencies. The Interstate Commerce 
Commission does not engage in federal 
financial assistance or direct federal 
development. The developmental 
activities of the Synthetic Fuels 
Corporation involve non-governmental 
entities and the Corporation itself is not 
an Exective Branch agency in the 
traditional sense. 


Future Steps 


OMB intends to work with the 23 
federal agencies publishing final rules 
implementing the Executive Order in 
today’s Federal Register on their efforts 
to carry out these rules. OMB will also 
receive from each state the initial 
selection of programs and activites to be 
covered under the state process and the 
name of the office or official designated 
as the single point of contact. OMB has 
also asked the governors to provide an 
assurance that their states have taken 
official action to designate a process, 
and that local elected officials were 
involved in the development of the 
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process and in the selection of covered 
program. 

For the time being, state and local 
officials and other interested parties are 
asked to contact the federal agency 
official identified in each final rule as a 
contact person if questions or concerns 
arise during the next several months. 
The federal agencies are directly 
responsible for the implementation of 
the Executive Order and will devote 
adequate staff resources to provide 
immediate and responsive help. OMB 
will not have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities regarding federal 
programs and activities under the Order, 
but will oversee agency implementation 
to ensure federal responsiveness to state 
and local governments. 


Dated: June 23, 1983. 
Harold I. Steinberg, 
Associate Director for Management. 
[FR Doc. 8317259 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3110-01-M 


State Plans Eligible for Modification 
Under Executive Order 12372 


Section 2{d) of Executive Order 12372 
directs Federal agencies to “allow” 
states to simplify or consolidate existing 
Federally required State Plans and, 
where permitted by law, to “encourage” 
states to substitute their own plans for 
Federally required state plans. 

State plans required by the Federal 
Government that are @ligible for 
modification (i.e., simplification, 
consolidation, or substitution) under the 
Order are listed below. 


Dated: June 23, 1983. 


Harold I. Steinberg, 
Associate Director for Management. 


STATE PLANS ELIGIBLE FOR MODIFICATION 
UNDER ExeCuTiVE ORDER 12372 


Program title 


Food Distribution. 
Special Supplemental Food Program for 
Women, infants and Children (WIC). 
...| Summer Food Service Program for Chil- 


dren. 
..4 State Administrative Expenses for Child 
Nutriti 


jutrition. 
Nutrition Education and Training Program. 
Commodity Supplemental Food Program. 
Contact: John Stokes (202/756-3017). 


...| Adult Education—State Administered Pro- 
grams. 

..| interlibrary Cooperation. 

..| Vocational Education—Basic Grants to 
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STATE PLANS ELIGIBLE FOR MODIFICATION 
UNDER EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372—Continued 


Agency and 


FDA No. Program titie 


Vocational | Education—State 
Councils. 

Vocational Education—State Planning and 
Evaluation. 

Rehabilitation Services—Basic Support. 


Contact: Leroy Walser (202/447-9043). 


Advisory 


..:| State Energy Conservation. 
..| Weatherization Assistance for Low-income 
Persons. 
Supplemental State Energy Conservation. 
..| Energy Extension Service. 
Energy Conservation for Institutional Build- 
ings. 
Contact: Richard Brancato (202/252-9240). 





HHS: 

Administration on Developmental Disabil- 
ities—Basic Support and Advocacy 
Grants. 

Special Programs for the Aging—Title ll, 
Parts A and B—Grants for Supportive 
Services and Senior Centers. 

Special Programs for the Aging—Title Ili, 
Part C—Nutrition Services. 

Child Welfare Services—State Grants. 


Adoption Assistance. 


...| Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation Pro- 
gram. 


STATE PLANS ELIGIBLE FOR MODIFICATION 
UNDER ExECuTIVE ORDER 12372—Continued 


Agency and 


FDA No. Program title 





Contact: Gordon Boe (202/245-6036). 
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STATE PLANS ELIGIBLE FOR MODIFICATION 
UNDER EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372—Continued 


Agency and Program title 


DA No. 


Contact: Kelley Andrews (202/426-1524). 





..| Fish Restoration. 
Wildlife Restoration. 
..| Outdoor Recreation—Acquisition, Develop- 
ment and Planning. 
Historic Preservation Grants-in-Aid. 


Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven- 
tion—Formula Grant Program. 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven- 
tion—Special Emphasis and Technical 
Assistance Grants (except Grants to 
Nongovernmental Entities). 
Contact: Lynn C. Dixon (202/724-5947). 


Job Training Partnership Act (PL 97-300). 
Employment Service. 
Contact: Joyce Kaiser (202/376-6503). 


Transportation: 
20.308... 
20.600... 
20.700... 

EPA: 

66.001... 
66.419... 


.| Local Rail Service Assistance. 
.| State and Highway Community Safety. 
..| Gas Pipeline Safety. 


....| Air Pollution Control Program Grants. 
.| Water Pollution Control—State and Inter- 
state Program Grants. 


— 
Water Quality Management Planning. 
State Public Water System Supervision 
Program Grants. 
State Underground Water Source Protec- 
tion Program Grants. 
Construction Management 
Grants. 
Hazardous Waste Management Financial 
Assistance to States. 
Environmental Protection Consolidated 
Grants—Program Support. 

...| Pesticides Enforcement Program Grants. 
| Pesticides Applicator Certification and 
| Training. 

Contact: Jack Gwynn (202/382-5268). 


Assistance 


Emergency Management Assistance. 

| State Disaster Preparedness Grants. 
...., Earthquake and Hurricane Loss Study and 

Contingency Planning Grants. 

Disaster Assistance: Two subprograms— 
1. Temporary Housing (if the State 
assumes operational responsibility); 

| 2 Individual and Family Grants. 

Contact: Herb Jones (202/287-3899). 


‘CFDA =Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance. 


[FR Doc. 83-17260 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3110-01-M 
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Part Ill 


Department of 
Agriculture 


Office of the Secretary, Farmers Home 
Administration, Forest Service, and Food 
and Nutrition Service 


Intergovernmental Review of Department 
of Agriculture Programs and Activities; 
and 

Rescission of Regulations Involving 
Consultation With State and Local 
Governments; Final Regulations and 
Department of Agriculture Proposal to 
Exclude the Cooperative Extension 
Service From Executive Order 12372; 
Proposed Rule 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Office of the Secretary 
7 CFR Part 3015 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Agriculture Programs 
and Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, USDA. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This final rulemaking 
implements Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” It applies to Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development programs and activities of 
the Department of Agriculture. 
Executive Order 12372, and these 
regulations, are intended to replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under the Office of 
Management and Budget {OMB) Circular 
A-35. They also implement section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 

DATE: Effective September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Lyn Zimmerman, Office of Finance 
and Management, Financial 
Management Divsion, 14th and 
Independence Avenue, S.W., Room 143- 
W, Administration Building, 
Washington, D.C. 20250, on (202) 382- 
1553. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983, (48 FR 3082), the 
Department, along with 25 other Federal 
agencies, published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) to carry out 
Executive Order 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. Subsequently, two 
more agencies published NPRMs, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
The Department, in conjunction with the 
other 27 Federal agencies and OMB, 
published a Notice in the Federal 
Register (48 FR 17101) on April 21, 1983, 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other Federal agencies, which were 
also incorporated into the Department's 
rulemaking docket, the Department 
received approximately 160 letters on 
government-wide issues during the 
initial comment period. In addition, the 
Department received 903 letters 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of this Department's programs 


from the coverage of the Order and 
other issues pertaining only to the 
Department. 

In preparing this final rule, the 
Department considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 27 Federal agencies, that are 
issuing a final rule, the Department has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Department is fully 
committed to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 
with State and local elected officials 
and to accommodate their concerns to 
the greatest extent possible. 

Several State, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
State and local elected officials more 
time to establish the State processes and 
to consider which Federal programs 
they wish to select for coverage. 
Responding to these requests, the 
President amended the Executive Order 
on April 8, 1983, extending the effective 
date of these final regulations until 
September 30, 1983, (48 FR 15587, April 
11, 1983). The Department's existing 
regulations and procedures under OMB 
Circular A-95 will continue in effect 
until September 30, 1983. 

In connection with this final rule, the 
Department is rescinding § 3015.203, its 
existing regulation implementing former 
OMB Circular A-95. Regulations and 
directives promulgated by individual 
USDA Agencies will be removed by 
each Agency simultaneously with this 
final rule. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal! Programs,” on July 14, 1982. (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
State and local processes for State and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed Federal Financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development. The Executive Order: 


—Allows States, after consultation with 
local officials, to establish their own 
process for review and comment on 
proposed Federal financial assistance 
and direct Federal development; 

—Increases Federal responsiveness to 
State and local officials by requiring 
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Federal agencies to accommodate 
State and local views or explain why 
not; 
—Allows States to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute State plans; and, 
—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the State process, the 
single point of contact, and the Federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to State and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The State process is the framework 
under which State and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the State process: (1) a State must 
tell the Federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the State process, and (2) a State must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. The Executive Order 
provides that States are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the State process. Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the State. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives State and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 

rocess that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A State is not required to establish a 
State process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how Federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95)} would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
State processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular State, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 

Federal financial assistance or direct 
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Federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a State process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and, 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for Federal 
assitance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the State 
process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the State selects which of these 
Federal programs and activities are to 
be reviewed through the State process 
and sends the initial list of selected 
programs and activities to OMB. 
Subsequent changes to the list are 
provided directly to the appropriate 
Federal agencies. 

The Federal agency provides the State 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. For 
any proposed action under a selected 
program or activity, the State has among 
its options those of: preparing and 
transmitting a State process 
recommendation through the single 
point of contact; forwarding the views of 
commenting officials and entities 
without a recommendation; and not 
subjecting the proposed action to State 
process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the Federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The State single point of centact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the ‘‘accommodate or explain” 
response by Federal agencies. The 
single point of contact does so by 
transmitting a State process 
recommendation. (The terms 
“accommodate or explain” and State 
process recommendation are explained 
later.) As indicated, there is to be only 
one single point of contact. The other 
functions undertaken by the single point 
of contact are submitting for Federal 
agency consideration any views 
differing from a State process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a Federal 


agency's nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal government for the single point 
of contact, although a State could 
choose to broaden the single point of 
contact role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for Federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no State process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the Federal agency. 

A State need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a State 
fails to designate a single point of 
contact, no other entity or official can 
transmit recommendations and be 
assured of an accommodate or explain 
response by the Federal agency. 
Comments or views may be transmitted 
by these other entities or officials, but 
need only be considered by the Federal 
agency in accordance with Section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act and other relevant statutory 
provisions. 


Accommodate or Explain 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a State process 
recommendation, the Federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
Federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “State process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting State, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the State 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A State process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
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All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a State process recommendation. Also, 
the State government need not be party 
to such a State process 
recommendation. 

A State process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Department altered 
the section and subsection numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
considered in the final rule. 
Additionally, section titles have been 
changed in this analysis to reflect those 
titles set forth in the final rule. 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table §§ 3015.304, 3015.305(a), 
3015.306(b), and 3015.307(c)) are new. 


Section 3015.300 Purpose. 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. Nor did the NPRM 
expressly implement section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. These statutes 
provide as follows: 
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Section 401 of the Intergovern mental Cooperation Act of 1968, 31 U.S.C. 6506. 
36506. Development Assistance 


(2) The economic and social development of the United States and the achieve- 
ment of satisfactory levels of living depend on the sound and orderly development of 
urban and rural areas. When urbanization proceeds rapidly, the sound and orderly 
development of urban com munities depends to a large degree on the social and economic 
health and the sound development of smaller com munities and rural areas. 


(b) The President shall prescribe regulations governing the for mulation, evalua- 
tion, and review of United States Government programs and projects having a significant 
impact on area and community development (including programs and projects providing 
assistance to States and localities) to serve most effectively the basic objectives of 
Subsection (a) of this section. The regulations shall provide for the consideration of 
concurrently achieving the following specific objectives and, to the extent authorized by 
law, reasoned choices shall be made between the objectives when they conflict: 

(1) appropriate land uses for housing, com mercial, industrial, govern- 
mental, institutional, and other purposes. 

(2) wise development and conservation of all natural resources. * 

(3) balanced transportation systems, including highway, air, water, 
pedestrian, mass transit, and other means to move people and goods. 

(4) adequate outdoor recreation and open space. 

(5) protection of areas of unique natural beauty and historic and 
Scientific interest. 

(6) properly planned com munity facilities (including utilities for 
Supplying power, water, and communications) for safely disposing of wastes, 
and for other purposes. 

(7) concern for high standards of design. 


(c) To the extent possible, all national, regional, State, and local viewpoints 
shall be considered in planning development programs and projects of the United States 
Government or assisted by the Government. State and local government objectives and 
the objectives of regional organizations shall be considered within a framework of 
national public objectives expressed in laws of the United States. Available projections 
of future conditions in the United States and needs of regions, States, and localities shall 
be considered in plan for mulation, evaluation, and review. 


(d) To the maximum extent possible and consistent with national objectives, 
assistance for development purposes shall be consistent with and further the objectives 
of State, regional, and local comprehensive planning. Consideration shall be given to all 
developmental aspects of our total national community, including housing, transporta- 
tion, economic development, natural and human resources development, community 
facilities, and the general improve ment of living environ ments. 


(e) To the maximum extent practicable, each executive agency carrying out a 
Gevelopment assistance program shall consult with and seek advice from all other 
significantly affected executive agencies in an effort to ensure completely coordinated 
programs. To the extent possible, systematic planning required by individual United 
States Government programs (such as highway construction, urban renewal, and open 
space) shall be coordinated with and, to the extent authorized by law, made part of 
comprehensive local and areawide development planning. 
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(8 When a law of the United States provides that both a special-purpose unit of 
local government and a unit of general local government are eligible to receive a loan or 
grant, the head of an executive agency shall make the loan or grant to the unit of general 
local government instead of the special-purpose unit of local government in the absence 
of substantial reasons to the contrary. 


(g) The President may designate an executive agency to prescribe regulations to 
carry out this section. 


Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, 42 
U.S.C. 3334. 


$3334. Coordination of Federal aids in metropolitan areas. 


(a) All applications made after June 30, 1967, for Federal loans or grants to 
assist in carrying out open-space land projects or for the planning or construction of 
hospitals, airports, libraries, water supply and distribution facilities, sewerage facilities 
and waste treatment works, highways, transportation facilities, law enforcement 
facilities, and water development and land conservation projects within any metropolitan 
area Shall be submitted for review— 

(1) to any areawide agency which is designated to perform metropalitan or 
regional planning for the area within which the assistance is to be used, and which is, to 
the greatest practicable extent, composed of or responsible to the elected officials of a 
unit of areawide government or of the units of general local government within whose 
jurisdiction such agency is authorized to engage in such planning, and 

(2) if made by a special purpose unit of local government, to the unit or 
units of general local government with authority to operate in the area within which the 
project is to be located. 


(b)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, each application shall 
be accompanied (A) by the comments and recommendations with respect to the project 
involved by the areawide agency and governing bodies of the units of general local 
government to which the application has been submitted for review, and (B) by a 
statement by the applicant that such comments and recommendations have been con- 
sidered prior to formal submission of the application. Such comments shall include 
infor mation concerning the extent to which the project is consistent with the com- 
prehensive planning developed or in the process of development for the metropolitan area 
or the unit of general local govern ment, as the case may be, and the extent to which such 
project contributes to the fulfillment of such planning. The comments and recom menda- 
tions and the state ment referred to in this paragraph shall, except in the case referred to 
in paragraph (2) of this subsection, be reviewed by the agency of the Federal Government 
to which such application is submitted for the sole purpose of assisting it in deter mining 
whether the application is in accordance with the ee of Federal law which govern 
the making of the loans or grants. 


(2) An application for a Federal loan or grant need not be accompanied by the 
comments and recommendations and the statements referred to in paragraph (1) of this 
subsection, if the applicant certifies that a plan or description of the project, meeting 
the requirements of such rules and regulations as may be prescribed under subsection (c) 
of this section, or such application, has lain before an appropriate areawide agency or 
instrumentality or unit of general local government for a period of sixty days without 
com ments or recom mendations thereon being made by such agency or instrumentality. 
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(3) The requirements of paragraphs (1) and (2) shall also apply to any 
amendment of the application which, in light of the purposes of this subchapter, involves 
a mapr change in the project covered by the application prior to such amendment. 


(c) The Office of Management and Budget, or such other agency as may be 


designated by the President, is hereby authorized to prescribe such rules and regulations 
as are deemed appropriate for the effective administration of this section. 
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A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including State, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that the Federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, the 
Executive Order was amended to cite 
section 401 as authority as well as 
section 204. Consequently, paragraph (a) 
of this section (as well as the authority 
citation for the entire regulations) now 
cites not only the Executive Order but 
also-section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
Paragraph (b) adds mention of 
“areawide” entities in keeping with 
section 204. Other provisions in these 
regulations carry out the Department's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 


Section 401 emphasizes that Federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at State, regional, and local 
levels. The Department, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommedate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 


A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The final rule retains 
this language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the Department and other Federal 
agencies on one hand, and State and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations presuppose, 
and rely on, the good faith of Federal, 
State and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another's 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutury responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the 
regulations, the Department is stating 
only that these regulations are not 
grounds for judicial review of agency 
action beyond those afforded by the 
underlying statutes. 

Section 3015.301 Definitions. 

Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 


However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. 
The Department does not believe that 
it is necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulations. In any event, the 
Department would not use the term in 
any but its commonly understood sense. 
The Department chose not to include 
a definition of “State plans,” “direct 
Federal development,” or “Federal 
financial assistance.” Experience in 
other regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to Federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to draft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the lists of State plans 
and program inclusions accompanying 
this rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
State and local elected officials can act. 
The Department also decided not to 
try defining “emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give Federal 
agencies flexibility to deal with 
unforeseen situations and other 
problems beyond the agencies’ control. 
As stated in the preamble to the 
proposed rules, the Department expects 
to use such provisions sparingly, and 
only when absolutely necessary. Thus, it 
would be counterproductive to attempt, 
through a definition, to limit this 
flexibility by anticipating all possible 
circumstances when it might be needed. 
The Department also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in section 
3015.309. In this section, the Secretary 
accepts the State process 
recommendation or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If the Department 
does not provide an accommodation in 
one of these two ways, it must provide 
an explanation. Since the Department 
believes the section describes 
sufficiently what is meant by 
accommodation, a further definition of 
the term is not helpful. 
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Finally, the Department considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “State process recommendation.” 
The Department concluded that a 
definition of this term would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Department has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term's function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble, 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 3015.302 Applicability. 


This section is substantially very 
similar to § 3015.303{a) of the NPRM. A 
substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that the 
elected officials participating through 
the State process are the only proper 
parties to decide what should be 
excluded from the State process. Other 
commenters objected to various criteria 
used by the Federal agencies in 
developing their lists of programs and 
activities that were being proposed for 
exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all Federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited io Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development program and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when State and lecal governments 
provide non-Federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by the proposed 
Federal action. Programs and activities 
not falling into either of these categories 
are clearly outside the scope of the 
Order (e.g., Coast Guard search and 
rescue activities, procurement of 
military weapon systems). Many 
National security actions, even those 
affecting State and local jurisdictions, 
involve classified information. It is 
meaningless to expect State and local 
review of National security matters, for 
example, when access to the plans or 
documents for the proposed Federal 
action is not possible for National 
security reasons. It is appropriate for 
Federal agencies to decide which of 
their activities are Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development. 

There are also actions related to 
Federal financial assistance or direct 
Federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
government functions either have public 
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participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
State and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB or OMB's 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). 

A purpose of block grant programs is 
to give funding discretion to State and 
local governments. There is little point 
in requiring State and local coordination 
of funding decisions under block grants 
when State and local governments, 
rather than the Federal government, 
have all the discretion with respect to 
grant applications or other decisions. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Department believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of programs and 
activities which are eligible for selection 
for a State process. However, in 
response to comments, the Department 
has reviewed the criteria for exclusion 
as well as the particular exclusions that 
were proposed in January. The criteria 
and particular exclusions are discussed 
in more detail in that section of the 
preamble concerning scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities end programs available for 
selection for State processes, the 
Department is publishing a Notice listing 
these “included” programs and 
activities. Included programs to which 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act 
applies are indicated with an asterisk 
(*)}. Section 204 obligations apply with 
respect to these programs only for 
projects or activities located in 
metropolitan areas. Otherwise, these 
projects are treated like any other 
programs available for selection. This 
information is being published in a 
separate Notice rather then as part of 
this rule to allow changes to be made 
more conveniently in the future. The 
Department will seek public comment 
on proposed future program or activity 
exclusions as they occur. 


Section 3015.303 Secretary's General 
Responsibilities. 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


Section 3015.304 Federal Interagency 
Coordination. 


Some commenters, including those 
suggesting a Federal single point of 
contact, asked the Department and other 


Federal agencies to do more in ensuring 
that Federal agencies communicate not 
only with State and local elected 
officials but also with each other. The 
Department believes that this point is 
well taken. Many programs and projects 
require information or approvals from a 
number of Federal agencies, and Federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Department is adding 
a new section, the language of which is 
derived from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Secretary, to 
the extent practicable, will consult with 
and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected Federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the Department regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. 


Section 3015.305 State Selection of 
Programs and Activities. 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 3015.302 is eligible for 
selection for a State process. This 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that States are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the State’s 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a State process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
State submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of State processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’'s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
State and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by State and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Department 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a State process. In particular, the 
Department does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
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of each local jurisdiction in a State 
before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 3015.305 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
subsections in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the State must submit to 
the Secretary with each change in its 
program seléctions an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
States to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the State process. The 
subsection also allows the Department 
to establish deadlines for States to 
inform the Secretary of changes in 
program selections. The primary reason 
for this provision is to expedite 
processing of assistance applications 
and to reach decisions on projects at 
times of heavy workload, such as the 
end of the fiscal year. For example, 
deadlines could be set to avoid having, 
on short notice, to make midstream 
changes in coordination procedures. In 
addition, the Department has made 
some editorial changes for clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a State chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a State process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 3015.306 discussed below. 


Section 3015.306 Communication With 
State and Local Elected Officials. 


Paragraph (a) incorporates material 
from §§ 3015.303(b) and 3015.306(b) of 
the NPRM, except that the final 
regulation specifies that the Secretary's 
obligation to communicate with State 
and local elected officials applies to 
programs and activities subject to the 
Order that are covered by a State 
process. This change is intended to 
emphasize that it is with the State 
process, not just a Governor's office or 
other State government entity, that the 
Secretary will communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
State process. The Department must 
pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a State process. 
The Department may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
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interested person or entity about one of 
the Department's programs or activities. 
Further, the Department need not rely 
on the State process or the single point 
of contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Department notifies the 
State process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the State 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of sections 204 and 401 is the 
responsibility of the State process. The 
single point of contact could be the 
information channel for this purpose. 
The Department need not have to notify 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
separately in this situation, but may do 
80. 
Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Department 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a State does 
not have a State process or where the 
State process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Department 
will carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to State, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., a notice in the 
Federal Register or in a publication 
widely available in the area potentially 
affected by the proposed Federal action) 
or direct (e.g., a letter to the mayor of an 
affected city). The notice will alert the 
directly affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identify who in the 
Department they should contact for 
more information. 

Paragraph 3015.306(c) is new. This 
subsection has been added to ensure 
that communications under the 
Executive Order will be channeled to 
appropriate officials of the Department 
and will ensure that official 
correspondence pertaining to the Order 
is handled expeditiously. 


Section 3015.307 State Comments on 
Proposed Federal Financial Assistance 
and Direct Federal Development. 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 3015.306(c) of the 
NPRM (redesignated § 3015.307(a) in the 
final rule) than any other provision in 
the proposed regulations. The NPRM 
proposed that, except in unusual 
circumstances, the Secretary would give 
States at least 30 days to comment on 
any proposed Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development. Almost all commenters 
discussing this point felt 30 days was 


too brief a period to develop comments, 
particularly when disagreements among 
various interested parties within the 
State need to be resolved. Commenters 
requested a number of longer comment 
periods, including 35, 45, 50, and 60 
days. Some commenters suggested that 
an additional period—normally between 
15 and 30 days—be available to States 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Department has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
(including interstate matters) except 
with respect to Federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards, for which the 
comment period would remain at 30 
days. 

The Secretary will establish, in the 
notice to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
would begin to run. This information 
could be provided, for example, in 
program specific announcements 
concerning the availability of grants. 
Where a program or activity is not 
selected for the State process, the 
Department will provide notice, 
including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected State, areawide, 
regional, and local entities regarding the 
proposed Federal action. Because 
paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Secretary will establish this starting 
date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Secretary to establish 
deadlines for submission of various 
materials is no longer necessary and has 
been deleted. When establishing 
deadlines, the Secretary will ensure that 
commenting parties under the State 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application 
or project proposal. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key element in any timely review, 
and that a full and complete application 
was generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. The Department is aware of 
these concerns, but in the interest of 
retaining as much flexibility as possible 
for the State process, has decided not to 
require applicants to submit notices of 
intent or full and complete applications 
at particular points in time to the State 
process. The Department encourages 
applicants at an early stage to notify 
and talk with officials and entities who. 
have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the application. Paragraph 
(b) of this section is derived from 
§ 3015.306(a) of the NPRM. The 
provisions of this section apply to cases 
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in which review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. This subsection is 
intended to make clear that, when this 
responsibility is delegated, these 
procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the State level. 
Paragraph (e) of § 3015.306 of the 
NPRM has been dropped. A new 
§ 3015.308 of the final rule describes 
how the Secretary receives and 
responds to comments. 


Section 3015.308 Processing 
Comments. 


This new section replaces 
§ 3015.306({e) of the NPRM and 
elaborates in substantially greater detail 
the Secretary's obligations concerning 
the receipt of and response to 
comments. Section 3015.306({e) had 
provided that the Secretary would 
respond as provided in the Order to all 
comments from a State that are 
provided through a State office or 
official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
State and the Federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a State instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
State process. Second, some 
commenters felt that the single point of 
contact could, in effect, veto 
recommendations made by local or 
regional entities or reduce the comments 
of such entities to second-class status. 
In other words, their view was that 
using a single point of contact would 
inhibit, rather than facilitate, 
transmission to Federal agencies of the 
concerns of local elected officials and 
regional and areawide entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Department's decision 
explicitly to implement, through these 
regulations, section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act, the 
Department has made substantial 
changes to this subsection. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
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Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between Federal- 
State/State-local Federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all Federal agencies and all 
parties within a State know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
State/local-Federal communications link 
for the State process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of State and loca! elected 
officials on proposed Federal aciions. It, 
does not matter to the Department 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the State and 
local elected officials who establish 
each State process. The Department is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Department. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Secretary 
to follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 3015.309, if two 
conditions are met. First, the State must 
have designated a single point of 
contact. Second, the single point of 
contact must have transmitted a State 
process recommendation. The single 
point of contact, and not the applicant, 
must transmit the recommendation to 
the Department. If these conditions are 
not met, the Secretary will still consider 
all comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The “State process recommendation” 
is intended to clarify the reciprocal 
responsibilities of the State and Federal 
agencies under the Executive Order. The 
Order is an important part of the 
Administration's Federalism policy. 
Federalism means, among other things, 
that Federal agencies should give 
greater deference to, and make greater 
efforts to accommodate, the concerns of 
State and local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that State and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from the Federal 
government. Where States and other 
directly affected parties carry out these 
responsibilities by forging a State 


process recommendation, it is highly 
appropriate for the Federal government 
to give these recommendations the 
increased attention that the 
“accommodate or explain” process 
provides. We wish to emphasize that, in 
any case, the Department will always 
fully consider all comments it receives 
under these regulations. 

The Department's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building was described in the 
NPRM. We expect that carrying out the 
Department's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more that 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Department will 
respond as provided in section 3015.309 
to a State process recommendation 
which does not represent a consensus. 
This means that the single point of 
contact will not have to submit a 
recommendation representing 
unanimous agreement for the 
recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
coniact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the State 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a State are assured 
that comments that differ from the State 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Department. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no State process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a State process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Department before 
the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their comments directly to the 
Department concurrent with their 
sending them to the State process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Department all comments received 
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concerning a seleted program or activity 
that differ from a State process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as sections 204 and 401 
specify, the Department considers all 
views from State, areawide, regional, 
and local entities or officials. It should 
also reassure commenters that the views 
of concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the 
Department makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no State process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 
State process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that, in the absence of a State process, 
or if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a State process 
recommendation, State, local, regional, 
and areawide officials and entities may 
submit comments either to the applicant 
or to the Department. The Department is 
obligated to consider these comments. 
Paragraph (d) makes a similar provision 
for situations where the State process 
does not cover a particular progam or 
activity of the Department. The 
Department deliberated whether in this 
rule to require applicants to transmit all 
comments they had received. The 
Department decided not to impose such 
a requirement in this rule but expects 
applicants to do so. The Department 
retains the option of selectively 
requiring an applicant to do this as part 
of an application kit or in a notice of 
availability of funds. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Department's obligation to consider all 
the comments it receives from State, 
areawide, regional and lotal officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Department. This 
obligation derives directly from sections 
401 and 204. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that the Department and other Federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that Federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each State process; that comments from 
the State process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application; that the State 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent;” that Federal agencies should not 
act on an application before receiving 
comments from the State process; that 
Federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the State 
process; and, that Federal agencies have 
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applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although, the Department recognizes 
a responsibility to work with its 
applicants so this new 
intergovernmental consultation system 
functions smoothly, the Department 
does not believe it is appropriate to 
impose specific regulatory requirements 
regarding administrative details of this 
kind. The Department believes that each 
State process should establish the 
“paper flow” procedures best suited to 
its situation. Where the State process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, the Department will expect 
the applicant to forward those 
comments with the application to the 
Department. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the State process recommendations to 
the Department though the single point 
of contact. The point here is that State 
processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the Federal government with each 
application, and thus alleviate concerns 
that the application and comments 
might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Department. 


Section 3015.309 Accommodation of 
Intergovernmental Concerns. 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a State process provides 
a State process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact, the Department becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Department need 
not accommodate or explain comments 
that (1) do not constitute or form the 
State process recommendation, or (2) 
are not provided through a single point 
of contact. The Department will fully 
consider all such comments, but there 
will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a State process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
State process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph {a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not ts say that the Department 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 
whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurs, the Department 
will always send a written explanation 
of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Department will not implement a 


decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Department believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
Federal financial assistance or the start 
of direct Federal development, a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Department believes that ten days will 
be adequate time for the State process 
to formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the State. 

The Department has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulations to 
clarify when the ten day waiting period 
begins to run. If the Department has 
made a telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the 
Department sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the long-standing 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Department will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
16th day after the day the Department 
sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was Federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Department will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable, consistent 
with the Department's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 3015.310 Interstate Situations, 


This section is based on §3015.308 of 
the NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comments in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases, except noncompeting 
continuation awards. 

_The Department received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
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situations. Most of these comments 
asked for greater Federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected States 
did not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
interstate metropolitan areas and the 
designated areawide entities that 
represent them. 

The Department does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Department's interest to have affected 
States mutually agree on the 
Department's programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Department will work with officials of 
States involved in an interstate situation 
in an attempt to secure agreement. 
However, this should not be a regulatory 
requirement. 

The Department believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas do have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Department will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Department with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Department if it is sent through a 
State single point of contact and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a State process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG), represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia, 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Department, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Department 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
However, if a State process 
recommendation differing from the 
Washington COG recommendation is 
also transmitted by another State’s 
single point of contact, the Department 
would also accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 
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Section 3015.311 Simplification, 
Consolidation, or Substitution of State 
Plans. 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. The Department did receive a 
number of comments on this section, 
however. Several agreed that States 
should be able to simplify State plans, 
but objected to allowing States to 
consolidate their plans. The reasons for 
these objections differed; most appeared 
to be from those who feared that 
consolidation of State plans would 
cause the interests of particular groups 
or particular programs to be ignored. As 
this section merely implements the 
requirement of the Order that Federal 
agencies allow the consolidation of 
State plans, the Department had little 
discretion in developing this provision. 
In addition, the Department has the 
obligation to ensure that any simplified 
or consolidated State plan continues to 
meet all Federal requirements. For 
example, a consolidated plan that failed 
to meet statutory or regulatory 
requirements for a particular program 
would not be accepted. 

One commenter recommended that an 
appeals process be established to deal 
with situations in which Federal 
agencies disapprove modified State 
plans. The Department believes that 
such a process is not necessary, because 
if a Federal agency disapproves a 
modified plan for failure to meet Federal 
requirements, the State can appeal the 
decision through normal agency 
procedures. In any event, during the 
review process before disapproval, the 
Department will work with States to 
resolve problems that could impede 
approval. 

A few commenters recommended that 
there be a Federal “single point of 
contact” for State plans or other 
purposes. The Department believes this 
idea would not work because of 
differing agency responsibilities under 
the wide variety of program statutes 
that various Federal agencies carry out. 
In addition, Federal agencies need to 
retain existing delegations of State plan 
approval authority. However, the 
Department and other Federal agencies 
will each designate a focal point with 
whom States can deal on State plan 
matters. In addition, the Federal 
agencies having State plans intend to 
establish an informal interagency 
steering group, which will meet 
quarterly to discuss State plan matters. 
Through this steering group, as well as 
by interagency contacts in specific 
situations, Federal agencies will 
coordinate with each other in cases 
when States consolidate plans across 
Federal lines. This coordination should 


promote consistent determinations 
among and within agencies on State 
plans. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the Federal agencies develop a model 
State plan format that could be used by 
the States. While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific State questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other States), we believe 
that States should be free to develop 
their own formats to reflect their own 
situations. Consequently, the 
Department will not develop model 
formats, since formats developed as 
models for the voluntary use of States 
could come to be regarded, either by 
Federal agencies or by States, as 
required. 

A list of State plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated, or substituted 
for, appears elsewhere in today’s 
Federal Register and will be updated 
periodically. 


Section 3015.312 Waivers. 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
Federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Department is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances in which an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulation. If the 
Department uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Department will attempt, 
to the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the State process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the Department will keep 
records of all situations in which the 
emergency waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of this 
regulation, there are several other 
comments to which the Department 
would like to respond. Several 
commenters said that OMB should have 
a stronger oversight role, thus ensuring 
that Federal agencies carry out their 
obligations under the Order and these 
regulations. Behind these comments 
seems to be a concern that Federal 
agencies are not really interested in 
consulting with State and local 
governments and a view that, in the 
absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 
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The Department wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations, and 
that it will act quickly to respond to 
complaints from State, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
that mistakes or omissions have been 
made with respect to the Department's 
obligations. Carrying out this Order 
faithfully and forcefully is an important 
part of the Administration's Federal 
policy, and the Administration’s 
policymaking officials intend the policy 
to be carried out fully by every one in 
their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to Federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
Federal agencies. OMB is not intended 
to have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to Federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Department are responsible to 
the Secretary, who in turn is responsible 
to the President for carrying out 
important Administration policy. 

Finally, a number of commenters 
reminded the Department and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that effect many Federal agencies with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Department will continue 
to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the 
Department will work with States to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official State process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a State's 
process or whether there is a State 
process at all, the Department will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
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responses to Federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a State could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies also could continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the State that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 


The Department received numerous 
letters regarding the proposed inclusion 
of Cooperative Extension Service (CES) 
programs within the scope of the Order. 
However, since much of the public 
comment reflected a misinformed view 
of the purpose of the President's 
Executive Order and the implementing 
policies, a separate notice discussing the 
proposed inclusion/exclusion of CES is 
being published for public comment 
simultaneously with this final rule. At 
this time, CES is not being included in 
the scope of the Order pending further 
consideration based upon the reopened 
comment period for this purpose. 

The Department received five letters 
regarding the exclusion of Soil and 
Water Loans and Recreation Facility 
Loans programs. Specifically, 
commenters believed that States should 
have the privilege of reviewing any 
proposals or plans to develop or manage 
any facilities which would have an 
impact on the social, physical, or 
economic environment of an adjoining 
area through creating additional 
demands for schools, housing, recreation 
areas, tourist facilities, utility usage, 
public services, transportation needs, or 
which would require any local 
government or branch of State 
government to provide funds or services 
for matching or continuation. One 
commenter recommended that any 
program or activity relating to, or 
affecting a function of a general purpose 
local government or a State agency 
should be included. 

The Department concurs that the 
aforementioned programs are of such a 
nature as to create a direct impact on 
the environment, planning, zoning, 
licensing, and the general infrastructure 
of a State, and, therefore, these 
programs have been included within the 
scope of the Order. 

The Department received four letters 
regarding the exclusion of the Low to 
Moderate Income Housing Loans 
program and two letters regarding the 
exclusion of the Rural Abandoned Mine 


program. Also, one commenter wanted 
to routinely review Soil Survey (Land 
Grant University only), Conservation 
Operations—Technical Assistance and 
Conservation Operations—Inventory 
and Monitoring programs which had 
been proposed for exclusion. These 
programs consist primarily of data 
collection and dissemination to the 
general public, based on National needs 
and technical criteria. Further, there is 
no research, development, or 
demonstration activities with either a 
unique geographical focus or direct 
relevance to the governmental 
responsibilities of a State or local 
government. Therefore, the Department 
has determined that these programs do 
not meet the established criteria for 
inclusion under the Executive Order. 

Five letters were received regarding 
the proposed exclusion of Rural 
Electrification Loans and Loan 
Guarantees and Rural Telephone Loans 
and Loan Guarantees. 

The E.O. states that “* * * State or 
local governments * * * that would be 
directly affected by proposed Federal 
financial assistance * * *” should be 
included within the scope of the Order. 
State and local governments will be 
affected by these programs by the 
physical impact that these utility sites 
will have on local areas. Financial 
concerns such as an increase in the local 
tax base must also be considered. It is 
also the intent of the Order to include 
programs in which Federal funding is 
directed to any State or local 
government. In both these programs, 
eligible applicants include 
municipalities or other “public bodies”. 
Therefore, those loans and loan 
guarantees which are directed to 
municipalities or other public bodies are 
included within the scope of the Order. 

The Department received two letters 
requesting the inclusion of several 
Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service (ASCS) programs. 
One commenter requested inclusion of 
three on the basis that the programs 
would have an impact on forestry 
concerns. The other commenter 
requested the inclusion of 13 of the 
agency's programs stating that the 
Department has been excessive in its 
interpretation of what could or should 
be excluded from coverage under the 
Executive Order. The Department, 
however, stands behind its original 
decision to exclude these programs 
because they involve direct financial 
assistance between the Federal 
government and individuals. 

The Department received three letters 
regarding the exclusion of Animal and 
Health Inspection Service programs 
from coverage under the Executive 
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Order. Specifically, one commenter 
stated that they were quite satisfied 
with the current review process and 
additional reviews would be 
superfluous. The same commenter also 
felt that USDA agency personnel kept 
them well informed about the programs 
and any changes that occurred. One 
letter addressed a particular pest control 
problem and stated that additional State 
review procedures would only tend to 
delay the steps necessary to control the 
pests during their most critical stages of 
development. Most States that would 
choose to review this program would 
have performed all reviews and studies 
well before the critical time of 
implementation was at hand. Since 
major pest control programs, such as 
spraying for Gypsy-Moths or the 
California Medfly, would have a 
significant impact on State or local 
areas, the Department believes that 
States should be provided with an 
opportunity to review and comment on 
them, if they so desire. However, in 
emergency situations, the Secretary may 
waive the provisions of these 
regulations. 

The Department received nine letters 
regarding the inclusion of Forest Service 
(FS) programs. Two commenters 
requested inclusion of National Forest 
System Activities and FS land exchange 
proposals. One commenter felt that any 
program or activity relating to or 
affecting a general purpose loca! 
government or a State agency be 
included and that the final decision for 
inclusion or exclusion should be left to 
State and local governments 
cooperatively. Two other commenters 
requested inclusion of specific National 
Forest System Activities such as FS 
Schools and Roads—Grants to States 
and FS Schools and Roads—Grants to 
Counties, while one commenter 
requested inclusion of FS School 
Funds—Grants to Arizona and FS 
Additional Lands—Grants to Minnesota. 
Two commenters recommended 
inclusion of FS projects of small scale or 
size that are highly localized. Concern 
was expressed that FS is undertaking 
very sensitive direct development on 
relatively small parcels of land and that 
exclusion of such from coverage under 
the Order should only be subject to 
agreement with affected State and local 
agencies. Three commenters requested 
inclusion of the FS Young Adult 
Conservation Corps program. The 
reason stated by two commenters was 
that they wanted to review any 
proposals or plans to develop or manage 
any facilities which would impact the 
social, physical, or economic 
environment of an adjoining area or 
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which would require any local 
government or branch of State 
government to provide funds or services 
for matching or continuation. One 
commenter requested inclusion of FS 
research grants and cooperative 
agreements and all FS research 
activities. Finally, the Department 
received one letter requesting exclusion 
of National Forest land management 
processes and activities and the 
Cooperative Forestry Assistance 
program, since existing policies and 
regulations concerning consultation and 
review for those programs and activities 
are consistent with the policies and 
objectives of the Order. 

In general, as stated earlier in this 
preamble, the Department believes that, 
while the purpose of the Order is to give 
State and local governments increased 
access to and influence on Federal 
decisionmaking, certain Federal 
programs and activities, by their nature, 
should be excluded from its 
requirements. The Department has 
excluded those National Forest System 
Activities for which funds are 
distributed by statutory formulas, and 
for which the Department has no 
authority to approve specific sites or 
projects where the funds will be used. 
Additionally, those National Forest 
System Activities involving land 
management practices, negotiations of 
involved and sensitive land exchanges, 
programs with characteristics 
inappropriate for coverage, and projects 
of a small scale or size which are highly 
localized, are excluded unless they 
involve direct development activities. 
However, the Department will continue 
to consu!t with appropriate State and 
local officials in accordance with 
Section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act. 

FS land management practices not 
involving direct development are 
excluded since such practices involve 
the daily administration and protection 
of resources on National Forest System 
lands. An additional! State review under 
the Order would have little or no 
bearing on Federal decisions in this 
area. Negotiations involving land 
exchange proposals are excluded since 
a review under the Executive Order 
could result in the premature release of 
appraisal figures for the value of the 
lands, thereby causing possible local 
speculation and higher costs to the 
government. 

Those small scale projects not 
involving direct development are 
excluded, as the Department believes 
that such small scale projects would 
have little if any impact on State or local 
governments. 


Regarding coverage of the FS Young 
Adult Conservation Corps, the 
comments made on this do have merit. 
However, the program authority expired 
on September 30, 1982. Consequently, 
there is no funding or activity for this 
program, and the issue of coverage 
under the Order is irrelevant. 

The Department has excluded the FS 
research grants and cooperative 
agreements and all FS research 
activities. As stated earlier, such basic 
research is National in scope and has no 
impact on State or local governments. 

Regarding the exclusion request for FS 
National Forest land management 
practices and Cooperative Forestry 
Assistance, the Department has 
determined that these programs and 
activities have formal and informal 
consultation process already in place 
which provide State and local 
government officials meaningful 
opportunities to contribute to program 
planning and decisionmaking. All of 
these processes are fully in accord with 
the spirit and intent of the Executive 
Order. It is in this spirit that the 
Department is continuing existing 
processes for consultation, rather than 
imposing additional or duplicative 
regulatory requirements and disrupting 
existing avenues of communication, 
procedures and time frames for these 
programs. Therefore, while these 
programs have not been excluded, if a 
State chooses to select these programs 
with existing consultation processes, it 
must agree to adopt the existing process. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The Department has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Department and 
allow State and local governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. For this reason, the 
Department believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant, 
in any case. Consequently, the 
Department certifies, under the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, that this rule 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. This rule is not subject to 
section 3504(h) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, since it does not require 
the collection or retention of 
information. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 3015 


Grant programs (Agriculture), 
Intergovernmental relations. 


- 3015.305 
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PART 3015—[ AMENDED] 


1. The authority citation for Part 3015 
reads as follows: 


Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301. 


§3015.203 [Reserved] 


2. In Subpart U—Miscellaneous, 

§ 3015.203 is removed and subsequently 
reserved. 

3. For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, the Department of Agriculture 
amends Title 7, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 3015, by adding a new 
Subpart V, to read as follows: 


Subpart V—intergovernmentai Review 
of Department of Agriculture 
Programs and Activities. 


Sec. 

3015.300 
3015.301 
3015.302 
3015.303 
3015.304 


Purpose. 

Definitions. 

Applicability. 

Secretary's general responsibilities. 

Federal interagency coordination. 

State selection of programs and 
activities. 

3015.306 Communication with state and 
local elected officials. 

3015.307 State comments on proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development. 

3015.308 Processing comments. 

3015.309 Accommodation of 
intergovernmental concerns. 

3015.310 Interstate situations. 

3015.311 Simplification, consolidation, or 
substitution of state plans. 

3015.312 Waivers. 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 
1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 
(48 FR 15887): Sec. 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506); Sec. 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 3334). 


§3015.300 Purpose. 


(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs”, issued July 14, 1982, and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on State processes and on State, 
arewide, regional and local coordination 
for review of proposed Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federai 
development. 

(c) The regulations are intended to aid 
the internal management of the 
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Department, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Department or its officers. 


§ 3015.301 Definitions. 


“Department” means the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983, and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture or an 
official or employee of the Department 
acting for the Secretary under a 
delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Island, or the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands. 


§3015.302 Applicability. 


The Secretary publishes in the Federal 
Register a list of the Department's 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations and identifies which 
of these are subject to the requirements 
of section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act. 


§ 3015.303 Secretary’s general 
responsibilities. 


(a) The Secretary provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those State and local 
governments that would provide the 
non-Federal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed Federal 
financial assistance from, or direct 
Federal development by, the 
Department. 

(b) If a State adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed Federal financial assistance 
and direct Federal development, the 
Secretary, to the extent permitted by 
law: 

(1) Uses the State process to 
determine official views of State and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with State and 
local elected officials as early in a 
program planning cycle as is reasonably 
feasible to explain specific plans and 
actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
State and local elected officials’ 
concerns with proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development that are communicated 
through the State process; 


(4) Allows the States to simplify and 
consolidate existing Federally required 
State plan submissions; 

(5) Where State planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of State plans for Federally 
required State plans; 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected State and local elected officials 
in one State with those of another State 
when proposed Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development has an impact on interstate 
metropolitan urban centers or other 
interstate areas; and 

(7) Supports State and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 
planning organization which is 
Federally-funded, which has a limited 
purpose, and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
State or local elected officials. 


§ 3015.304 Federal interagency 
coordination. 


The Secretary, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected Federal departmenis and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Department regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§ 3015.305 State selection of programs 
and activities. 


(a) A State may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 3015.302 
of this subpart for intergovernmental 
review under these regulations. Each 
State, before selecting programs and 
activities, shall consult with local 
elected officials. 

(b) Each State that adopts a process 
shall notify the secretary of the 
Department's programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A State may notify the Secretary of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the State shall submit to 
the Secretary an assurance that the 
State has consulted with elected local 
officials regarding the change. The 
Department may establish deadlines by 
which States are required to inform the 
Secretary of changes in their program 
selections. 

(d) The Secretary uses a State's 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Secretary is notified of its 
selections. 
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§ 3015.306 Communication with State and 
local elected officials. 


(a) The Secretary provides notice to 
directly affected State, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a State of 
proposed Federal financial asssistance 
or direct Federal development if: 

(1) The State has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or an activity that is 
not covered under the State process. 

(b) This notice may be made by 
publication in the Federal Register or 
other appropriate means, which the 
Department in its discretion deems 
appropriate. 

(c) In order to facilitate 
communication with State and local 
officials the Secretary has established 
an office within the Department to 
receive all communications pertinent to 
this Order. All communications should 
be sent to the Office of Finance and 
Management, Room 143-W, 
Administration Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20250, Attention: E.O. 12372. 


§ 3015.307 State comments on proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development. 


(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Secretary gives State processes or 
directly affected State, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities: 

(1) At least 30 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed Federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards; and 

(2} At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed direct Federal development 
or Federal financial assistance other 
than noncompeting continuation 
awards. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination and communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 

(c) Applicants for programs and 
activities subject to section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act shall allow areawide 
agencies a 60-day opportunity for review 
and comment. 


§ 3015.308 Processing comments. 


(a) The Secretary follows the 
procedures in § 3015.309 if: 

(1) A State office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a State process and all 
Federal agensies; and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
State process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 3015.305. 
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(b) (1) The single point of contact is 
not obligated to transmit comments form 
State, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
State process recommendation. 

(2) If a State process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from State, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a State has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a State 
process recommendation, State, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected by a State process, State, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. In addition, if a State 
process recommendation for a non- 
selected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Department by the 
single point of contact, the Secretary 
follows the procedures of § 3015.309 of 
this subpart. 

(e) The Secretary considers comments 
which do not constitute a State process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Secretary 
is not required to apply the procedures 
of § 3015.309 of this subpart, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact by the applicant, or directly to 
the Department by a commenting party. 


§ 3015.308 Accommodation of 
intergovernmental concerns. 

(a) If a State process provides a State 
process recommendation to the 
Department through its single point of 
contact, the Secretary either— 

(1) Accepts the recommendations; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the State process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of the 
decision, as the Secretary in his or her 
discretion deems appropriate. The 
Secretary may also supplement the 
written explanation by also providing 
the explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Secretary informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Department will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Secretary has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 


period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification five days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§3015.310 Interstate situations. 


(a) The Secretary is responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed Federal 
financial assistance and dizect Federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials in 
States which have adopted a process 
and which selected the Department's 
program or activity; 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected State, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those States that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Department's program or activity; 
and 

(4) Responding, pursuant to § 3015.309 
of this subpart, if the Secretary receives 
a recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. 

(b) The Secretary uses the procedures 
in § 3015.309 if a State process provides 
a State process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact. 


§ 3015.311 Simplification, consolidation, 
or substitution of State pians. 

(a) As used in this section: 

(1) “Simplify” means that a State may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a State plan. 

(2) “Consolidate” means that a State 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
State can select the format, submission 
date, the planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a State 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet Federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 
State may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required State plans without prior 
approval by the Secretary. 

(c) The Secretary reviews each State 
plan a State has simplified, consolidated 
or substituted and accepts the plan only 
if its contents meet Federal 
requirements. 
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§3075.312 Waivers. 

In an emergency, the Secretary may 
waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

Issued at Washington, D.C, 

John J. Franke, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary for Administration. 


Approved: June 14, 1983. 
John R. Block, 
Secretary of Agriculture. 
{FR Doc. 83—-10728 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-KS-M 


7 CFR Part 3015 


Department of Agriculture Programs 
and Activities Covered Under 
Executive Order 12372 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, USDA. 
ACTION: Final rule related notice. 


SUMMARY: The purpose of this Notice is 
to inform State and local governments 
and other interested persons of 
programs and activities included within 
the scope of Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” A full understanding of the 
requirements of the Order may be 
gained by referring to the final rules 
published in 7 CFR Part 3015, Subpart V, 
appearing in this Part III in today’s 
Federal Register. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Lyn Zimmerman, Supervisory 
Program Analyst, Office of Finance and 
Management, USDA, Room 143-W, 
Administration Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20250 (telephone (202) 382-1553). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
listing of programs and activities that 
are subject to Executive Order 12372 is 
listed by the Catalog of Federal 
Domestic Assistance Number as 
follows: 


Animal Plant and Health Inspection 

Services 

CFDA No. 

10.025 All Domestic Programs and 
Activities. 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

10.156 Federal/State Marketing 
Service 

Farmers Home Administration 


10.405 
10.409 


Farm Labor Housing Grants ” 

Irrigation and Drainage Loans * 

10.411 Site Development Loans * 

10.411 Self-Help Site Development 
Loans * 

10.413 Recreation Facility Loans * 
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10.414 Resources Conservation and 
Development Loans * 

10.415 Rural Rental Housing Loans * 

10.416 Soil and Water Loans * 

10.418 Water and Waste Disposal 
Loan and Grant Program * 

10.419 Watershed Loans and 
Advances * 

10.420 Mutual and Self-Help Housing 
Grants * 

10.420 Self-Help Technical Assistance 
Grants * 

10.422 Business and Industrial Loans * 

10.423 Community Facilities Loans * 

10.424 Industrial Development 
Grants * 

10.427 Rural Assistance Payments * 

10.430 Energy Impacted Area 
Development Assistance * 

10.431 Technical and Supervisory 
Assistance Grants * 

10.432 Biomass Energy and Alcohol 
Fuel Loans * 


* Programs covered by Section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 


Food Safety and Inspection Service 


10.475 . Cooperative Meat and Poultry 
Inspection Program (wholesale 
meat, poultry and Talmadge-Aiken) 


Food and Nutrition Service 


10.550 Food Processing 

10.550 Food Distribution Program on 
Indian Reservations 

10.553 School Breakfast Program 

10.555 National School Lunch Program 

10.556 Special Milk Program for 
Children 

10.557. Special Supplemental Food 
Program for Women, Infants and 
Children 

10.558 Child Care Food Program 

10.559 Summer Food Service Program 

10.560 State Administrative Expenses 
for Child Nutrition 

10.561 State Administrative Matching 
grants for Food Stamp Program 

10.564 Nutrition Education and 
Training Program 

10.565 Commodity Supplemental Food 
Program 


Forest Service 


10.664 Cooperative Forestry 
Assistance ; 

National Forest System Land 
Management Practices Which 
Involve Direct Development 
Activities 


Rural Electrification Administration 


10.850 Rural Electrification Loans and 
Loan Guarantees to governmental 
entities 

10.851 Rural Telephone Loans and 
Loan Guarantees to governmental 
entities 


Soil Conservation Service 


10.901 Resource Conservation and 
Development 

10,904 Watershed Planning and 
Operations 

10.904 Flood Plain Management 

10.906 River Basin Survey and 
Investigation 

June 14, 1983, 

John J. Franke, Jr., 

Assistant Secretary for Administration. 

[FR Doc. 63-18729 Filed 6-23-83; 6:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-KS-M 


7 CFR 3015 


Department of Agriculture Programs 
and Activities Excluded from 
Executive Order 12372 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, USDA. 
ACTION: Final rule related notice. 


SUMMARY: The purpose of this Notice is 


to inform State and local governments 
and other interested persons of 
programs and activities excluded from 
the scope of Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” A full understanding of the 
requirements of the Order may be 
gained by referring to the final rules 
published in 7 CFR Part 3015, Subpart V, 
appearing in this Part III in today's 
Federal Register. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Lyn Zimmerman, Supervisory 
Program Analyst, Office of Finance and 
Management, USDA, Room 143-W, 
Administration Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20250 (telephone (202) 382-1553). 
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: This 
listing of programs and activities 
excluded from the scope of Executive 
Order 12372 is listed by the Catalog of 
Federal Domestic assistance number as 
follows: 


Agricultural Research Service 


CFDA No. 

10.001 Basic and Applied Agriculture 
Research—Research, development, 
and demonstration that does not 
have a unique geographic focus, are 
not directly relevant to State and 
local government responsibilities, 
do not require an EIS, and do not 
expose the public to adverse 
exposure or hazard. These activities 
are National in scope and the 
results of research are beneficial to 
National goal 


Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service * 


10.051 Commodity Loans and 
Purchases—Direct payments to 
individuals 
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10.052 Cotton Production 
Stabilization—Direct payments to 
individuals 

10.053 Dairy Indemnity Payments— 
Direct payments to individuals 

10.054 Emergency Conservation 
Program—Direct payments to 
individuals 

10.055 Feed Grain Production 
Stabilization—Direct payments to 
individuals , 

10.056 Storage Facilities and 
Equipment Loans—Direct payments 
to individuals 

10.058 Wheat Production 
Stabilization—Direct payments to 
individuals 

10.059 National Wool Act Payments— 
Direct payments to individuals 

10.062 Water Bank Program—Direct 
payments to individuals 

10.063 Agricultural Conservation 
Program—Direct payments to 
individuals 

10.063 Appalachian Land Stabilization 
and Conservation Program—Direct 
payments to individuals 

10.064 Forestry Incentives Program— 
Direct payments to individuals 

10.065 Rice Production Stabilization— 
Direct payments to individuals 

10.066 Emergency Feed Program— 
Direct payments to individuals 

10.067 Grain Reserve Program—Direct 
payments to individuals 

10.068 Rural Clean Water Program— 
Direct payments to individuals 


Agriculture Marketing Service 


10.153 Market News—Partially fee 
supported activity—non financial 
assistance—Dissemination of 
Technical Information 

10.154 Market Supervision and 
Assistance-Fee supported trust fund 
activity—non financial assistance— 
Provision of specialized services 

10.155 Marketing Agreements and 
Orders—Advisory services and 
counseling—non financial 
assistance—Provisions of 
specialized services 

10.162 Inspection Grading and 
Standardization—Fee supported 
trust fund activity—non financial 
assistance—Provisions of 
specialized services 

10.163 Market Protection and 
Promotion—Provisions of 
specialized services—non financial 
assistance—Advisory services and 
counseling 

10.164 Wholesale Market 
Development—Applied research to 
improve the efficiency of the Food 
distribution system’and assist in 
developing better wholesale market 
centers 
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10.165 Perishable Agriculture 
Commodities Act—Fee supported 
trust fund activity—non financial 
assistance—Investigation of 
complaints 


Cooperative State Research Service 


10.200 Special Research Grants—Basic 
Research grants in Food and 
Agricultural Sciences 

10.200 Native Latex Research—Basic 
Research in the commercialization 
of Native Latex 

10.202 Cooperative Forestry 
Research—Formula grants to 
support research, development and 
demonstration programs which are 
National in scope 

10.203 Payments to Agricultural 
Experiment Stations under the 
Hatch Act—Formula grants to 
support Agricultural Research at 
State Agricultural Experiment 
Stations 

10.205 Payments to 1890 Land-Grant— 
Formula grants to support Colleges 
and Tuskegee Institute— 
Agricultural Research at 1890 Land- 
Grant Colleges and Tuskegee 
Institute 

10.205 1890 Land-Grant College 
Research Facilities—Formula granis 
to upgrade research facilities to 
strengthen capacity to conduct 
research in the Food and 
Agricultural Sciences 

10.206 Competitive Research Grants— 
Basic Research grants in the areas 
of Biological Nitrogen Fixation, 
Biological Stress on Plants, 
Photosynthesis, Genetic 
Mechanisms of Crop Improvement 
and human requirements for 
nutrients 

10.207 Animal Health and Disease 
Research—Formula grants to 
support research, development, and 
demonstration programs which are 
National in scope 

10.208 Alcohol Fuels Research 
Grants—Basic Research on 
evaluation, treatment, and 
conversion of biomass resources for 
the manufacture of ethyl alcohol 


Economic Research Service 


10.250 Economic Analysis and 
Research—Research, development 
and demonstration program; and 
direct financial assistance between 
the Federal government and a 
nongovernmental entity 


Agriculture Cooperative Service 


10.350 Technical assistance to 
Cooperatives—Applied research on 
cooperatives matters. Funding 
arrangements with cooperative and 
State universities. 


Human Nutrition Information Service 


10.375 Consumer Nutrition—Research 
development, and demonstration. 
Program has National focus, is not 
directly relevant to the 
responsibilities of a state or local 
government, does not require an 
Environmental Impact Statement, 
and does not require unusual 
measures to limit the possibility of 
adverse exposure or hazard to the 
general public 

10.375 Nutrition Guidance and 
Education Research—Research 
development, and demonstration. 
Program has National focus, is not 
directly relevant to the 
responsibilities of a state or local 
government, does not require an 
Environmental Impact Statement, 
and does not require unusual 
measures to limit the possibility of 
adverse exposure or hazard to the 
general public 

10.375 Food and Nutrition 
Information—Research, 
development and demonstration. 
Program consists of maintaining a 
library collection of materials on 
food and nutrition, lending 
materials to nongovernmental 
entities and government agencies, 
and developing bibliographic data 
base. No interpretation of 
information is provided. Program 
has a national focus, is not directly 
relevant to the governmental 
responsibilities of a state or 
local government, does not 
require an Environmental Impact 
Statement, and does not require 
unusual measures to limit the 
possibility of adverse exposure or 
hazard to the general public 


Farmers Home Administration 


10.404 Emergency Loans and Economic 
Emergency Loans—Emergency 
assistance to nongovernmental 
entities 

10.406 Farm Operating Loans—Direct 
financial assistance between the 
Federal government and non- 
governmental entities 

10.407 Farm Ownership Loans—Direct 
financial assistance between the 
Federal government and non- 
governmental entities 

10.408 Grazing Association Loans— 
Direct financial assistance between 
the Federal government and non- 
governmental entities 

10.410 Low to Moderate Income 
Hovufsing Loans—Direct assistance to 
individuals 

10.417 Very Low-income Housing 
Repair Loans and Grants—Grants to 
Individuals 
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10.421 Indian Land Acquisition 
Loans—Direct financial assistance 
between the Federal government 
and non-governmental entities 

10.428 Economic Emergency Loans— 
Direct loan to individuals and other 
non-governmental entities 


Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 


10.450 Federal Crop Insurance—Direct 
payment to individuals, payment of 
claims under contract, and direct 
financial assistance between the 
Federal government and the 
individual 


Food Safety and Inspection Service 


10.477. Meat and Poultry Inspection— 
Foreign Commerce Inspection, no 
financial assistance 


Food and Nutrition Service 


10.551 Food Stamp Program 
(Coupons)—The Food Stamp 
Program is an entitlement program 
and benefits are provided directly 
tc individuals 


Forest Service 


10.652 Research grants and 
Cooperative Agreements—Direct 
finacial assistance between the 
federal government and a non- 
governmental entity 


Forest Service research activities as 
follows: Research, development, 
and demonstration programs or 
activities. 

Fire and Atmospheric Sciences 
Research 

Forest Insect and Disease Research 

Renewable Resources Evaluation 
Research 

Renewable Resources Economics 
Research 

Surface Environment and Mining 
Research 

Trees and Timber Management 
Research 

Watershed Management Research 

Wildlife, Range, and Fish Habitat 
Research 

Forest Recreation Research 

Forest Products Utilization Research 

Forest Engineering Research 

National Forest Systems Activities as 
follows: Funds are distributed by 
formulas that are established by 
laws, and federal agencies have no 
authority to approve specific sites 
or projects where funds will be 
issued 

10.665 Schools and Roads—Grants to 
States 

10.666 School and Roads—Grants to 
Counties 

10.667 School Funds—Grants to 
Arizona F 
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10.668 Additional Lands—Grants to 
Minnesota 


National Forest System Activities—Land 
management practices involved 
with the administration and 
protection of resources on National 
Forest System lands, which are not 
direct development 

Negotiations of involved and sensitive 
land exchanges or purchases which 
would be endangered or hampered 
with premature release of appraisal 
figures, resulting in adverse effects 
of local land speculation 

Programs with characteristics 
inappropriate for coverage. For 
example, assistance to educational 
institutions regarding fire 
prevention and soil and water 
conservation 

Projects which are of small scale or size, 
are highly localized as to impacts, 
or display other characteristics 
which make review impractical 


National Agriculture Library 


10.700 National Agriculture Library— 
No financial activity outside of 
Headquarters 


Packers and Stockyard Administration 


10.800 Livestock and Poultry Market 
Supervision—Investigation of 
complaints—applied research in 
Market operations—funding 
arrangements with State 
universities 


Rural Electrification Administration 


10.850 Rural Electrification Loans and 
Loan Guarantees to non- 
governmental entities 


10.851 Rural Telephone Loans and 
Loan Guarantees—to non- 
governmental entities . 

10.852 Rural Telephone Bank Loans— 
Direct financial assistance between 
the Federal government and a non- 
governmental entity 


Soil Conservation Service 


10.900 Great Plans Conservation 
Program (GPCP)—Technical and 
financial assistance to individual 
land users 

10.902 Soil and water conservation— 
assistance to individuals 

10.903 Soil Surveys (Land Grant 
Universities only)—Soil survey 
research and the field collection of 
data is accomplished by Federal 
and Land Grant University 
personnel. Final decisions affecting 
the integrity of studies are based on 
National needs and technical 
criteria 

10.905 -Conservation Operations Plant 


Materials Centers—All operations are 
internal to the agency and plants 
developed are released through 
universities 

Conservation Operations—technical 
assistance—Technical assistance to 
individual land users, including 
Indians 

Conservation Operations—Inventory 
and monitoring—Program consists 
of data collection using a 
nationwide sample frame. Final 
decision affecting the integrity of 
studies are based on National needs 
and technical criteria 

10.907 Conservation Operations— 
snow surveys and water 
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forecasting—Program is data 
collection program from multistate 
sample frame. Data deals with 
water content of snow pack in the 
western mountain States. Stream 
flows result in water being used in a 
number of States before reaching 
the ocean. Final decisions affecting 
the integrity of studies are based on 
National needs and technical 
criteria. 

10.908 Inventory and monitoring— 
dissemination of technical 
information 

10.910 Rural Abandoned Mine 
Program—Direct payment for 
specified use 


Statistical Reporting Service 


10.950 Crop and Livestock Estimates— 
Federal statutory preemption 
precludes any State or local 
jurisdiction over this program, and 
the recommendation of State and 
local governments can have little or 
no bearing on Federal decisions in 
this area. Meaningful consultation 
would breech the confidentiality 
required by Federal statute (18 
U.S.C. 1902) relating to the 
disclosure of crop information 

10.950 Statistical Research and 
Service—Research, development 
and demonstration program, and 
direct financial assistance between 
the Federal government and a 
nongovernmental entity 

John J. Franke, Jr., 

Assistant Secretary for Administration. 

June 14, 1983. 

[FR Doc. 83-16730 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-KS-M 





29118 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Proposed Rules 


Ce 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Office of the Secretary 
7 CFR 3015 


Department of Agriculture Proposal To 
Exciude the Cooperative Extension 
Service Program From Executive 
Order 12372 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, USDA. 
ACTION: Proposed rule related notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice proposes that 
Cooperative Extension Service programs 
not be subject to Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” Elsewhere in today’s Federal 
Register, the Department is publishing a 
list of programs subject to this Executive 
Order. Public comment is sought on this 
proposed exclusion. 

DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before September 22, 1983. 

ADDRESS: Interested persons should 
submit comments to Ms. Lyn 
Zimmerman, Office of Finance and 
Management, USDA, Room 10-A, 
Administration Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20250. Comments will be available 
for inspection at the above address from 
9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through 
Friday. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: Ms. 

Lyn Zimmerman, Supervisory Program 
Analyst, Office of Finance and 
Management, USDA, Room 10-A, 
Administration Building Washington, 
D.C. 20250 (telephone (202) 382-1553). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


On January 24, 1983, the Department 
indicated in a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (48 FR 3082) that the 
Department intended to include the 
Cooperative Extension Service programs 
(CES) in its list of programs that would 
be subject to the provisions of Executive 
Order 12372 and the Department's 
implementing rules for that Executive 
Order. 

This proposed inclusion produced 
over 850 letters and other 
communications, virtually all of which 
objected to the inclusion of the 
Cooperative Extension Service. In 
response to these comments, the 
Department is now proposing the 
exclusion of CES programs. Public 
comment is sought on this proposed 
exclusion. 

The Department is publishing 
elsewhere in today's Federal Register a 
final rule and several notices related to 
the final rule. The final rule sets forth 
the Department's responsibilities with 
regard to Executive Order 12372 and the 


opportunities being given to State and 
local officials for intergovernmental 
consultation and program review. 

Until the comment period on this 
notice ends and the Department 
subsequently determines whether to 
exclude or include CES programs, the 
programs are not eligible for selection 
under a State process. 


Summary of the Comments 


The commenters gave various reasons 
why the program should be excluded. 
Over 700 commenters said that including 
the program would disrupt an efficient 
State and local process, and add 
excessive and duplicative review 
requirements to an already effective 
system of planning. Over 200 
commenters asserted that inclusion 
would subject a program to an 
unnecessary and inappropriate political 
process. Over 250 commenters suggested 
that program inclusion would cause 
taxes to be raised, because of the 
increased costs of unnecessary 
paperwork and added regulations. Over 
170 commenters felt that the Smith- 
Lever Act already provides a legally 
constituted review and funding process 
for CES programs. Additionally, over 40 
commenters argued that as the 
Cooperative State Research Service was 
excluded, so also the CES should be 
excluded. Nearly 250 commenters said 
that bureaucracy would expand and 
overall operational efficiency would be 
reduced if the program was included. 
Approximately 33 commenters stated 
that the Department had no funding 
discretion or direct authority over the 
program, and thus the program met the 
criteria for exclusion. About 250 
commenters asserted that CES already 
had enough reviewing bodies. Nearly 35 
commenters believed the Order and the 
rules would generate conflict between 
State and local governments, thus 
causing confusion and disrupting a vital 
service. There were 270 commenters 
who felt the Order interfered with a well 
accepted system of local and State 
determination of program operations. 
Over 200 commenters insisted that the 
present system is working well and 
should not be changed. Numerous other 
commenters voiced fears that the 
proposed inclusion of the CES program 
was but a preliminary step to converting 
the program into a block grant and 
reducing its funds. Still other 
commenters objected to any inclusion 
because they understood that the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) was 
establishing a committee to oversee the 
direction and operation of the program. 


Executive Order 12372 Policies 


Many of the comments were based on 
a misunderstanding of the policies and 
procedures of the Executive Order. 
Many of the commenters also 
apparently did not have available to 
them a copy of either the Executive 
Order or the Department's proposed 
rule. Because of this, the Department 
believes it would be helpful as part of 
this notice to provide a brief summary of 
the Executive Order policies as they 
would be applied to the CES program if 
the program was excluded or included. 
This summary is set forth below in the 
form of questions and answers. 

Q. What is the basic purpose of the 
Executive Order? 

A. The Executive Order allows States, 
after consultation with local officials, to 
establish their own process for review 
and comment on proposed Federal 
financial assistance. The Executive 
Order also seeks to increase Federal 
responsiveness to State and local 
officials by requiring Federal agencies to 
accommodate State and local views or 
explain why not. 

Q. If CES programs were subject to 
the Executive Order, must a State 
include them among the programs the 
State wishes to cover under its review 
and comment process? 

A. No. While each Federal Agency 
identifies and lists those programs and 
activities subject to the Order, a State, 


* after consulting with local officials, is 


free to select as many or as few 
programs and activities from this list as 
it wishes. A State could choose not to 
select CES programs. 

Q. If CES programs were selected by a 
State, must State and local officials 
follow a Federally prescribed set of 
procedures when performing any review 
and comment? 

A. No. State and local officials are 
free, for any selected program to 
continue existing consultation and 
review procedures, to modify these 
procedures, or to introduce new 
procedures where none previously 
existed. The choice and manner of this 
review is decided by the State, in 
consultation with local officials. 

Q. If CES programs were selected, are 
States expected to change any existing 
review procedures for these programs? 

A. There is no requirement that any 
existing procedures be changed. Change 
for the sake of change is not being 
sought, and a State may determine that 
the existing procedures are the most 
effective and efficient means for 
consultation and review and should be 
retained. 
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Q. If a State selects CES programs, but 
chooses to continue the existing 
procedures for review and consultation, 
what is the effect, if any, of the 
Executive Order? 

A. There may be no effect. However, 
if State or local officials submit a State 
process recommendation containing 
their views on the program, the 
Department must accommodate those 
views or explain why not. If the officials 
do not provide a State process 
recommendation, then the Department 
must consider any comments they may 
have made, but need not accommodate 
them. 

Q. If CES programs are not subject to 
the Executive Order, what policies 
regarding intergovernmental review and 
consultation will apply? 

A. The Department anticipates there 
would be no change to the present 
policies regarding consultation and 
review. The Department periodically 
reviews these policies and may make 
changes in the future as are appropriate 
and necessary. (The present policies 
also would apply if a State chose not to 
select CES programs if the programs 
were subject to the Executive Order.) 

Commenters may also wish to read 
the preamble to the Department's rule 
which describes in greater detail how 
the Executive Order's policies will be 
carried out. 


Response to Comments 


While the Department at this time 
does not wish to respond to the many 
comments that were received, there 
were two areas of comment received by 
both the Department and the Office of 
Management and Budget which appear 
to be the result of erroneous 
information. First, the Executive Order 
is not a step to converting CES programs 
into a block grant. Nor is the Order 
intended to be used as a basis for 
reducing program funds in the future. 
Second, the Office of Management and 
Budget has told the Department that 
there was, and is, no intention to create 
a Federal committee to oversee the 
direction and conduct of CES programs. 


Next Steps 


The Department is seeking public 
comment on whether CES programs 
should be excluded. The Department is 
doing so, in part, because comments 
endorsing the inclusion of any program 
or activity were not sought as part of the 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. The 
Department continues to welcome the 
views of those individuals and 
organizations who believe CES 
programs should be excluded. 

Commenters who previously 
responded to the earlier Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking published on 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3082) need not 
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resubmit their comments. All comments 
received during the earlier comment 
period will continue to be considered. 

The Department particularly solicits 
comments that address the fellowing 
questions: 

What is the appropriate role of State 
and local elected officials in a review of 
a State CES plan, a county CES plan, or 
an application for CES funds? 

How should the Department best 
satisfy the provisions of Section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 
of 1968, which requires the Department 
to consider State, regional, and local 
viewpoints whenever the Department 
assists in the sound and orderly 
development of smaller communities 
and rural areas, including consideration 
for the wise development and 
conservation of all natural resources? 

Following the end of the comment 
period, the Department will study all 
comments received and make a 
determination on whether to exlcude or 
include CES programs. A notice will be 
published in the Federal Register 
announcing the determination. 

Richard A. Ashworth 

Special Assistant to the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 83-16731 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310-03-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Farmers Home Administration 


7 CFR Parts 1823, 1901, 1933, 1942, 
1944, 1948 and 1980 


Rescission of Regulations involving 
Consultation With State and Local 
Governments 


AGENCY: Farmers Home Administration, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


sumMARY: This final rule removes 
regulations involving OMB Circular A- 
95 consultation with State or local 
agencies or officials and implements 
Executive Order (E.O.) 12372. A final 
rule pertaining to that Order is being 
published in the Federal Register 
simultaneously with this final rule. For a 
full understanding of this final action 
see the final rule, 7 CFR Part 3015, 
Subpart V, appearing in this Part Ill. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Warren B. Clayman, Environmental 
Specialist, Farmers Home 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Room 6309, Washington, 
D.C. 20250, telephone (202) 382-9626. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983, FmHA published a 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 48 FR 
3091. 

Note that the Water and Waste 
Disposal Loan and Grant Program and 
Community Facilities Loans, because of 
statutory language, will operate under 
the provisions of OMB Circular A-95 
until the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act is amended. 

Comments received from the public 
are responded to in the Department of 
Agriculture's final rule, 7 CFR Part 3015, 
Subpart V. 

In the proposed rule, FmHA 
inadvertently failed to rescind “A-95”" 
language from the Business and 
industrial Loan Programs and Rural 
Housing Loan programs. Accordingly, 
Subparts D and E of Part 1980 are 
amended by removing the “A-95”" 
language and substituting the following: 
“Intergovernmental Review of 
Department of Agriculture Programs and 
Activities;” 


List of Subjects 
CFR Part 1823 

Loan programs—agriculture; Loan 
programs—housing and community 


development; Rural areas; Inter- 
governmental relations. 


7 CFR Part 1901 
Indians; Intergovernmental relations 
7 CFR Part 1933 


Grant programs—housing and 
community development; Indians; Low 
and moderate income housing; Rural 
housing; Intergovernmental relations. 


7 CFR Part 1942 


Business and industry; Grant 
programs—housing and community 
development; Rural areas. 


7 CFR Part 1944 


Farm labor housing; Migrant labor; 
Public housing; Rent subsidies 


7 CFR Part 1948 


Business and industry; Community 
development and facilities; Energy; 
Housing; Planning; Transportation 


7 CFR Part 1980 


Loan programs—agriculture; Loan 
programs—business and industry—rural 
development assistance 

For the reasons set out in 7 CFR 3015 
Subpart V, Farmers Home 
Administration amends Chapter XVIII, 
Title 7 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations as follows: 


PART 1823—ASSOCIATION LOANS 
AND GRANTS—COMMUNITY 
FACILITIES, DEVELOPMENT, 
CONSERVATION, UTILIZATION 


Subpart H—Association Loans for 
irrigation and Drainage and Other Soil 
and Water Conservation Measures 


1. Section 1823.229 is amended by 
adding paragraph (a)(4) to read as 
follows: 


§ 1823.229 Coordination with State and 
local agencies. 


- * * o « 


a 

(4) Intergovernmental consultation 
should be carried out in accordance 
with 7 CFR Part 3015 Subpart V, 
‘Intergovernmental Review of 
Department of Argiculture Programs and 
Activities.” See FmHA Instruction 1940- 
J, available in any FmHA office. 


PART 1901—PROGRAM-RELATED 
INSTRUCTIONS 


Subpart H—A-95 Review, Evaluation, 
and Coordination of Projects 


§ 1901.352 [Amended] 


2. Section 1901.352 is amended by 
removing paragraphs (a)(2), (a)(4) 
through (a)(14) and (b); and 
redesignating paragraph (a)(3) as (a)(2) 
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and paragraph (c) as (b) and paragraph 
(d) as (c). 
§ 1901.355 [Amended] 

Section 1901.355 is amerided by 
removing paragraphs (a)(2)(vii) and (b), 
and redesignating paragraph (c) through 
(e) as (b) through (d), respectively. 


PART 1933—LOAN AND GRANT 
PROGRAM (GROUP) 


Subpart i—Seif-Help Technical 
Assistance Grants 


4. § 1933.410 is amended by adding 
paragraph (d)(9) to read as follows: 


§ 1933.410 Processing preappliications 
and applications and completing grant 
dockets. 


* * * ® * 


(d) eee 

(9) Intergovernmental consultation 
should be carried out in accordance 
with 7 CFR Part 3015 Subpart V, 
“Intergovernmental Review of 
Department of Agriculture Programs and 
Activities”. See FmHA Instruction 1940- 
J, available in any FmHA Office. 


PART 1942—ASSOCIATIONS 


Subpart G—industrial Development 
Grants 


§ 1942.302 [Amended] 

5. Section 1942.302 is amended by 
removing paragraphs (b) and (c) and 
redesignating paragraph (d) as (b). 


Subpart |i—Resource Conservation 
and Development (RCD) Loans and 
Watershed (WS) Loans and Watershed 
Advances. 


§ 1942.402 [Amended] 

6. Section 1942.402(b) is amended by 
removing the last sentence of this 
paragraph. 

7. In Section 1942.412 paragraph 
(a}(1)(i) is revised to read as follows: 


§ 1942.412 Preapplication and application 
processing. 

{a) *e* 

(1) eee 

(i) The County Supervisor or other 
person designated by the State Director 
may assist the applicant in completing 
Form AD-621, “Preapplication for 
Federal Assistance,” and will forward 
one copy of Form AD-621 to the State 
Director. 


*. . 2 * * 
§ 1942.412 [Amended] 


8. Section 1942.412 (a)(1)(ii) is further 
amended by removing “and the State 
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clearinghouse” from the first sentence 
and ending this sentence after “SCS”. 


PART 1944—HOUSING 


Subpart D—Farm Labor Housing Loan 
and Grant Policies, Procedures and 
Authorizations 


9. In Section 1944.164 paragraph (k) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 1944.164 Limitations and conditions. 


* * t 7 * 


(k) International review. 
Intergovernmental consultation should 
be carried out in accordance with 7 CFR 
Part 3015 Subpart V, “Intergovernmental 
Review of Department of Agriculture 
Programs and Activities” for 25 units or 
more. See FmHA Instruction 1940-J, 
available in any FmHA office. 


* * * * . 


10. Exhibit A-1 to Subpart D of Part 
1944 is amended by removing the second 
undesignated paragraph in paragraph I, 
E, 2. and revising paragraph ILB. to read 
as follows: 


Exhibit A-1 Information to be submitted 
by Organizations and Associations of 
Farmers for Labor Housing Loan or 
Grant. 


oS * * * . 


ae 

B. If applicable, evidence of 
compliance with 7 CFR Part 3015 
Subpart V, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Department of Agriculture Programs 
and Activities.” See FmHA Instruction 
1940-J, available in any FmHA office. 


* * *. * * 


Subpart E—Rural Rental Housing Loan 
Policies, Procedures, and 
Authorizations 


11. In § 1944.215 paragraph (n) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 1944.215 Special conditions. 


* * * * * 


(n) Intergovernmental Review. FmHA 
will give due consideration to any 
comments received in accordance with 7 
CFR Part 3015 Subpart V, 
“Intergovernmental Review of 
Department of Agriculture Programs and 
Activities” for 25 units or more. See 
FmHA Instruction 1940-J, available in 
any FmHA office. 


* * . + 


Subpart K—Technical and Supervisory 
Assistance Grants 


§ 1944.523 [Amended] 


12. Section 1944.523 is amended by 
removing “A-95 and” from the title of 
this section; by removing paragraphs 


(a)(1), (a)(2), and (b); and by 
redesignating paragraph (a) as the 
introductory paragraph of § 1944.523, 
and paragraphs (a){3) and (a)(4) as 
paragraphs {a} and (b), respectively. 


§ 1944.526 [Amended] 

13. Section 1944.526 (c)(2) is amended 
by substituting in the first sentence cf 
the paragraph “including any comments 
received in accordance with 7 CFR Part 
3015 Subpart V, “Intergovernmental 
Review of Department of Agriculture 
Programs and Activities” (See FmHA 
Instruction 1940-], available in any 
FmHA Office.) for “including A-95 
comments received”. 

14. In Section 1944.529 paragraph 
(b)(9) is revised to read as follows: 


§ 1944.529 Project selection. 

(b) * * & 

(9) Any comments received in 
accordance with 7 CFR Part 3015 
Subpart V, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Department of Agriculture Programs 
and Activities.” See FmHA Instruction 
1940-J, available in any FmHA office. 


* * * * * 


15. In Section 1944.531 paragraph 
(c)(3) is revised to read as follows: 


§ 1944.531 Application submission. 


* * * * * 


ea 


(c 

(3) Any comments received in 
accordance with 7 CFR Part 3015 
Subpart V, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Department of Agriculture Programs 
and Activities.” See FmHA Instruction 
1940-J, available in any FmHA office. 


* * * * * 


Exhibit B [Amended] 


16. Exhibit B to Subpart K of Part 1944 
is amended by removing paragraph B.2 
and designating the unnumbered second 
paragraph which begins with “The State 
Office will refer * * *” as paragraph 
B.2. 


Exhibit C [Amended] 
17. Exhibit C to Subpart K of Part 


1944, paragraph B is amended by 
removing the first sentence. 


PART 1948—RURAL DEVELOPMENT 


Subpart B—Section 601—Energy 
impacted Area Development 
Assistance Program 


§ 1948.66 [Reserved] 

18. Section 1948.66 is removed and 
reserved. 

19. In Section 1948.78 paragraph (h) is 
removed and paragraph (i) is 
redesignated as paragraph (h) and 
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paragraph (f) if revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 1948.78 Growth management and 
housing planning projects. 


* * * + * 


(f) Governors should give full 
consideration to local and substate 
priorities in the development of the 
State Investment Strategy for Energy 
Impacted Areas. 


* i * 2 * 


20. Section 1948.79, paragraph (b) and 
(k)(3) are revised to read as follows: 


§ 1948.79 Application procedure for 
planning grants. 


* * * * * 


(b) Intergovernmental consultation 
should be carried out in accordance 
with 7 CFR Part 3015 Subpart V, 
“Intergovernmental Review of 
Department of Agriculture office.” 


* * * . * 


(k) se? 

(3) Any comments received in 
accordance with 7 CFR Part 3015 
Subpart V, “intergovernmental Review 
of Department of Agriculture Programs 
and Activities”. See FmHA Instruction 
1940-J, available in any FmHA office. 


* * * * * 


§ 1948.80 [Amended] 


21. Section 1948.80 is amended by 
substituting in paragraph (g) “received 
in accordance with 7 CFR Part 3015 
Subpart V, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Department of Agriculture Programs 
and Activities” (See FmHA Instruction 
1940-J, available in any FmHA office.)” 
for “from the A-95 clearinghouse(s).” 

22. Section 1948.84, paragraphs (c) and 
(i)(2) are revised to read as follows: 


§ 1948.84 Application procedure for site 
development and acquisition grants. 


* . * * * 


(c) Intergovernmental consultation 
should be carried out in accordance 
with 7 CFR Part 3015 Subpart V, 
“Intergovernmental Review of 
Department of Agriculture Programs and 
Activities”. See FmHA Instruction 1940- 
J, available in any FmHA office. 


* * * 


{i) 2e* 

(2) Any comments received in 
accordance with 7 CFR Part 3015 
Subpart V, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Department of Agriculture Programs 
and Activities”. See FmHA Instruction 
1940-J, available in any FmHA office. 


* * * * * 
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PART 1980—GENERAL 


Subpart A—General 


§ 1980.6 [Amended] 

23. Section 1980.6 is amended by 
removing paragraph (a)}(1) and 
redesignating paragraph (a)(2) through 
(a}(18) as (a)(1) through (a){17}, 
respectively. 


§ 1980.40 [Amended) 

24. Section 1980.40 is amended by 
removing “State and sub-State 
clearinghouse” after “Applicant's 
Environmental Impact Evaluation,” in 
the second sentence of this section. 


Subpart C—Emergency Livestock 
Loans 


25. Section 1980.207 is amended by 
revising the introductory paragraph to 
read as follows: 


§ 1980.207 Definitions. 

The following general definitions are 
applicable to this Subpart. Additional 
definitions may be found in § 1980.6 of 
Subpart A of this Part, except that those 
contained in § 1980.6(a)(1), (3), (6), (8), 
(12), and (13) are not applicable to cases 
in which a lender requests a Contract of 
Guarantee. 


» * * ° ° 


Subpart D—Rural Housing Program 
Loans 


26. § 1980.317 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 1980.317 Intergovernmentai review. 
When the preapplication or 
application involves a loan or loans in a 
subdivision of 10 or more new dwelling 
units in which HUD, VA, or FmHA has 
not previously made, insured, or 
guaranteed a housing loan, the lender 
will see that the requirements of 7 CFR 
Part 3015 Subpart V, “Intergovernmental 
Review of Department of Agriculture 
Programs and Activities” are complied 
with. See FmHA Instruction 1940-J, 
available in any FmHA office. 


Subpart E—Business and industrial 
Loan Programs 


27. § 1980.451 (d)(3) and (f)(8) are 
revised to read as follows: 


19860.451 Filing and processing 
applications. 


(d) *ee 

(3) In assigning priorities to 
applications and in selecting projects for 
funding FmHA will consider State 
development strategies. 


* * * * 7 


(8) Intergovernmental consultation 
should be carried out in accordance 
with 7 CFR Part 3015 Subpart V, 
“Intergovernmental Review of 
Department of Agriculture Programs and 
Activities.” See FmHA Instruction 1940- 
J, available in any FmHA office. 

Authority: E.O. 12372 (July 14, 1982, 47 FR 
30959); sec. 401(b) Intergovernmental 
Cooperative Act of 1968 (42 USC 4231(b)). 

Dated: June 13, 1983. 

Michael E. Brunner, 

Associate Administrator, Farmers Home 
Administration. 

[FR Doc. 83-16732 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3410-07-™ 


Forest Service 
36 CFR Parts 219 and 251 


Rescission of Regulations invoiving 
Consultation With State and Local 
Governments 


AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The purpose of this final 
regulation is to notify interested persons 
of those provisions of regulations 
involving consultation with State and 
local agencies or officials which will no 
longer be needed when regulations 
implementing Executive Order (E.O.) 
12372 are put into effect. A notice of 
final rulemaking pertaining to that Order 
is being published in the Federal 
Register simultaneously with this final 
rule. A full understanding of the action 
contained here may be gained by 
referring to that final rule, 7 CFR Part 
3015, Subpart V. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
David R. Wallace, Administrative 
Management Staff, Forest Service, 
USDA, P.O. Box 2417, Washington, D.C. 
20013 (Telephone 202-447-8456). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983, (48 FR 3092), a 
proposed rule was published which 
listed CFR Parts affected by E.O. 12372. 
No comments were received that 
opposed this rule. 


List of Subjects 
36 CFR Part 219 


Environmental impact statements, 
National forests, Public lands— 
classification. 


36 CFR Part 251 


Electric power, Environmental 
protection, Mineral resources, Rights-of- 
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way, Water resources, Watershed, 
Public land—acquisition and exchange. 


For the reasons set out in 7 CFR 3015, 
Subpart V, the Department amends the 
following regulations: 


PART 219—[AMENDED}] 


1. In 36 CFR 219.7, the first sentence of 
paragraph (b) is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 219.7 Coordination with other public 
planning efforts 


* * * 


(b) The responsible line officer shall 
give notice of the preparation of a land 
and resource management plan, along 
with a general schedule of anticipated 
planning actions, to the official or 
agency so designated by the affected 
State (including the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico).* * * 


PART 251—[ AMENDED] 


§ 251.54 [Amended] 


2. In 36 CFR 251.54, paragraph (f}(2) is 
amended by removing “OMB Circular 
A-95.” 


Dated: June 16, 1983. 
Douglas W. MacCleery, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Natural 
Resourcés and Environment. 
[FR Doc. 83-16733 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-11- 


Food and Nutrition Service 


7 CFR Parts 225, 227, 235, 246, 247, 250 
and 253 


Rescission of Regulations involving 
Consultation with State and Local 
Governments 


AGENCY: Food and Nutrition Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


summaRY: This final rule deletes the 
provisions of regulations involving 
consultation with State and local 
agencies or officials which will no 
longer be needed with the 
implementation of Executive Order (EO) 
12372. A final rule is being published in 
the Federal Register simultaneously with 
this rule. A full understanding of the 
action contained here may be gained by 
referring to that final rule, 7 CFR Part 
3015, Subpart V. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Vicky Urcuyo, Assistant to the Deputy 
Administrator for Special Nutrition 
Programs (telephone (703) 756-3054). 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3093} a proposed 
rule was published which listed the CFR 
Parts affected by EO 12372. General 
comments received on the impact of EO 
12372 and the implementing regulations 
are discussed along with the final rule, 7 
CFR 3015, Subpart V. 

Some specific comments on the 
proposed amendements to Parts 253 and 
227 were received. With regard to Part 
253, the question was raised whether the 
retention of the requirement for 
submission to the Indian Tribal 
Organization (ITO) of a plan of 
operation, budget or subsequent 
amendment at least 45-days prior to the 
submission to FNS was consistent with 
the Executive Order. This provision is 
designed to give ITOs an opportunity to 
comment on the plan prepared by.a 
State agency which operates a food 
distribution program for the Tribe. As 
such it is not inconsistent with the 
Executive Order. The Amendment to 
Part 253 was included in this regulation 
simply to remove the reference to the 
Governor's Clearinghouse, thus making 
the rule consistent with the rescission of 
A-95. 

Also, comments were made 
concerning the proposed amendments to 
Part 227. One commenter recommended 
the revision of subsection 227.30(a) 
rather than its removal. The commenter 
pointed out that provisions of the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) 
Circular A-102 still apply to the 
program. We concur with this 
recommendation; however, the 
subsection has been revised to reference 
the provisions of the Departmental 
Regulation 7 CFR 3015. This regulation 
stipulates the applicable provisions of 
the OMB circulars as well as additional 
Departmental requirements. 

Two commenters objected to the 
deletion of § 227.37(b)(6). One 
commenter recommended the retention 
of the State levei advisory council. This 
is conirary to Section 2(f) of EO 12372. A 
State agency may decide to continue 
such a council but for the Department to 
require a council would be in violation 
of the Executive Order. The other 
commenter recommended retention of 
the legislatively required solicitation of 
advice and recommendations for 
various professionals and interested 
parties. We concur with this 
recommendation, The section will be 
retained with the deletion of the 
reference to State level advisory 
councils. 


List of Subjects 
7 CFR Part 225 


Food Assistance program, Grant 
programs-health, Infants and children; 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements 


7 CFR Part 227 


Education, Grant programs-health, 
Infants and children, Nutrition 


7 CFR Part 235 


Food assistance programs, National 
School Lunch Program, School Breakfast 
Program, Special Milk Program, Grants 
administration, Intergovernmental 
relations, Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Administrative practice 
and procedure 


7 CFR Part 246 


Food assistance programs, Food 
donations, Grant programs-social 
programs, Indians, Infants and children, 
Maternal and child health, Nutrition, 
Nutrition education, Public assistance 
program, WIC, Women 


7 CFR Part 250 


Aged; Agricultural commodities, 
Business and industry, Food assistance 
programs, Food donations, Food 
processing, Grant programs-social 
programs, Infants and children, Price 
support programs, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, School 
breakfast and lunch programs, Surplus 
agricultural commodities. 

For the reasons set out in 7 CFR 3015, 
Subpart V, the Department is amending 
the following regulations: 


Part and Titie 


225 Summer Food Service Program 

227 Nutrition Education and Training 
Program 

235 State Administrative Expense 
Funds 

246 Special Supplemental Food 
Program for Women, Infants and 
Children 

247 Commodity Supplemental Food 
Program 

250 Food Distribution Program 

253 Food Distribution Program on 
Indian Reservations 


Part 225—{ AMENDED] 


§ 225.6 [Amended] 

1. 7 CFR 225.6, paragraphs (c), (d), and 
(e) are removed and paragraphs (f) and 
(g) are redesignated as § 225.6 (c) and 
(d) respectively. 


PART 227—{ AMENDED] 


§ 227.30 [Amended] 

2. 7 CFR Part 227.30({a) is amended by 
removing the words “Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-102 and Circular A-95, Part III” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “the 
Departmental regulations 7 CFR 3015.” 


§ 227.31. [Amended] 

3. 7 CFR Part 227.31, paragraph (c) is 
amended by removing the fourth and 
fifth sentences. 


§ 227.37 [Amended] 

4. 7 CFR Part 227.37(b)(6) is amended 
by removing the words “establish and 
description of the functions of a State 
level advisory council which solicits” 
and insert in lieu therof “solicit”. 


PART 235—[ AMENDED] 


§ 235.4 [Amended] 


5. 7 CFR 235.4(d) is amended by 
removing the fourth and fifth sentences. 


PART 246—{ AMENDED] 


§ 246.4 [Amended] 

6. 7 CFR 246.4, paragraph (c) is 
removed and paragraphs (d) and (e) are 
redesignated as § 246.4 (c) and (d) 
respectively 

CFR 246.4, newly redesignated 
paragraph (c) is amended by removing 
the last sentence. 


PART 247—( AMENDED] 


§ 247.5 [Amended] 

8. 7 CFR 247.5, paragraph (c) is 
removed and paragraphs (d) and (e) are 
redesignated as § 247.5(c) and (d) 
respectively. 


PART 250—{ AMENDED] 


§ 250.6 [Amended] 

9. 7 CFR 250.6, introductory paragraph 
(f) is amended by removing the fifth and 
sixth sentences. 

10. 7 CFR 250.6(w} (3) is removed. 


PART 253—[AMENDED] 


11. 7 CFR 253.5, paragraph {a) (1) (ii) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 253.5 State agency requirements. 


(a) Plan of operation. 

(1) 2.2.2 

(ii) A State agency which is not an 
ITO shall submit its plan of operation, 
budget and any substantive subsequent 
amendments to the ITO for comment at 
least 45 days prior to submission of the 
plan, budget or amendment to FNS. 
Comments by the ITO shall be attached 
to the plan, budget or amendment which 
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is submitted to FNS. This paragraph 
does not apply to amendments required 
by FNS under § 253.7({a)f1). 


* 


PART 246—[ AMENDED] 


§ 246.2 [Amended] 
12. In 7 ‘CFR Part 246.2, 
of “A-95” is removed. 


the definition 


PART 247—{ AMENDED} 


§247.2 [Amended] 
13. In 7 CFR Part 247.2, tt 
of “A-95” is removed 


1e definition 
14, 1982,.47 
governmental! 

folaan on f 2968, (42USC 5231 {b) 
Dated: June 14, 1983 

John H. Stokes Hii, 

Acting Administrator, Food and Nutrition 

Doc. 83-16734 Filed 8-23-83 
BILLING CODE 3410-30-M 


7 CFR Part 282 
{Amendment No. 255] 


Food Stamp Program: Rescission of 
Regulations invoiving Consultation 
with State and Local Governments. 


AGENCY: Food and Nutrition Service, 
USDA. 
ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: This final rule amends the 
Food Stamp Program regulations, 


published November 21, 1978 (43 FR 
54215), to delete the reference to. OMB 
Circular A-95, Evaluation, Review and 
Coordination of Federal and Federally- 
Assisted Programs and Paafoctes. This 
action is being taken to 

regulations implementing Executis 4 
Order (E.O.) 12372. Final rules pertaining 
to that order are being published in the 
Federal Register simultaneo isly with 
this final rule. A full und 

the action contained here may be gained 
by referring to that rule, 7 CFR Part 3015, 
Subpart V. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
O'Gonnor, Branch Ci 
Program Design and Rulemakin 
Program Planning, Deve — ar 
Support [ Division, Food and 
Service, Alexandria, Virgini 
Telephone (703) 756-3425. 


4 
st os a 
ersianding ci 


39, 1983 


_ h mas 


a 22 302, 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3093), a 
ed rule was published which 
listed the CFR Part affected by E:0 
12372. Genera! commen 
the impact of E.O. 12372 and the 
implementing regulations are discussed 
along with the final rule in 7 CFR 3015, 
Subpart V. 
Four comments were received in 

connection with the propesed rule. Two 

e from regianal commissions, one 
was from a State office and one was 
from a Food and Nutrition Regional 
Office. None opposed the proposed rule 
of January 24, 1983. 


ts received on 
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List of Subjects ‘in’7 CFR Part 282 


Food stamps, Government contracts, 
Grant programs-Secia! programs, 
Research. 


Amendment 


For the reasons set out in 7 ‘CFR 3015, 
subpart V, Part 282.0f Subchapter C, 
Chapter Il of Title 7, Code of Federal 
Regulations, is amended as follows: 


PART 282—DEMONSTRATION, 
RESEARCH, AND EVALUATION 
PROJECTS 


1. 8282.4 is amended by revising 
paragraph (a) to read as follows: 


$282.4 Approval of proposals. 


} Presubmission propesal review. 

All suggest ions for project operations 
and formal proposals for such 
operations shall be subject to the 
application procedures contained in 
OMB Circular A-102. 
‘ * * « 
(E.O. 12372 (July 14, 1982, 47 FR 30959); 
3401(b) ss Cooperation Act of 
1968 (42 °U'S:C. 4231{b}) 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Programs No. 10.551, Food Stamps) 

Dated: June 14, 1983. 
John H. Stokes Iii, 
Acting Administrator, Food and Nutrition 
Service. 
(FR Doc. 83-16735 Filed 6-23-83; 6:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 3410-30-M 
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June 24, 1983 


Part IV 


Department of 
Commerce 


Office of the Secretary 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Commerce Programs and 
Activities; Final Rule and 


intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs Under Executive Order 12372; 
Commerce Programs Subject to the 
Order; Notice 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Office of the Secretary 
13 CFR Parts 303, 307, and 309 


15 CFR Parts 13, 905, 920, 921, 923, 
930, 931, 932, 933 and 2301 


50 CFR Part 401 
[No. 30608-105] 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Commerce Programs 
and Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development programs and 
activities of the Department of 
Commerce. Executive Order 12372 and 
these regulations are intended to replace 
the intergovernmental consultation 
system developed under Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-95. They also implement section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Barry Bird, Office of General Counsel, 
202-377-3084. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3096), the 
Department of Commerce, along with 25 
other federal agencies, published 
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM) to carry out Executive Order 
12372 or notices proposing that their 
programs not be subject to the Order 
(the Department also published a 
technical correction to the NPRM on 
March 1, 1983, 48 FR 8484). 
Subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. The Department, in 
conjunction with the other 27 federal} 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on Apri! 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101) reopening the comment 
period, scheduling a public meeting for 
May 5, 1983, and requesting comments 
on several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the 
Department's rulemaking docket, the 


Department received approximately 160 
comments on government-wide issues 
during the comment period. In addition, 
the Department received 11 comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of this Department's programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 
issues pertaining only to the 
Department. 

In preparing the final rule, the 
Department considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a Senate hearing 
before the Senate Intergovernmental 
Relations Subcommittee on March 3, 
1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Department has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Department is fully 
committed to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 
with state and local elected officials and 
to accommodate their concerns ‘to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the-effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wished to select for coverage. 
Responding te these requests, the 
President amended the Executive Order 
on April '8, 1983, extending the effective 
date of these final regulations until 
September 30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 
11, 1983). The Department's existing 
requirements and procedures under 
OMB Circular A-95 will continue in 
effect until September 30, 1983. 


Introduction tothe Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR.30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—Allows states, after consultation with 

loca! officials, to establish their own 

process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 
—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
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state and local views or explain why 
not; 
—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and 
—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A state must 
tell the federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
also provides that states must consult 
with local government in establishing 
the state process.) Any other 
components are at the discretion of the 
state. This lack of prescriptiveness gives 
state and local officials the flexibility to 
design a process that responds to their 
interests and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
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reaching a state process 

recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed throught the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency will then provide 
the state process with notice of 
proposed actions for selected programs 
and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As the phrase suggests, 
there is to be only one “single point of 
contact.” The other functions 
undertaken by the single point of 
contact are submitting for federal 
agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency’s nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 


those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a point of contact, no other 
entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
Federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, area 
wide, regional, and local officials and 
entities participating in the state process 
and transmitted by the single point of 
contact. The recommendation can be a 
consensus, or views may differ. A state 
process recommendation which is a 
consensus,—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—or areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to such a state process recommendation. 
A state process recommendation can be 
transmitted on proposed actions under 
either selected or nonselected programs 
and activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 
In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Department altered 


the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
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these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 


ve 13.1. 
13.2. 
13.3. 
13.4. 
13.6(b). 
13.6(d). 
13.6(c). 
13.8(b). 
13.8(a). 
Deleted. 
13.9 
13.10(a) 
13.10(b), (c) 
13.11 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§$§ 13.5, 13.6(a), 13.7, and 
13.8(c)}) are new. 


Section 13.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act (31 U.S.C. 6506) as authority, did not 
specifically contain provisions to 
implement some of its requirements. Nor 
did the NPRM expressly implement 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Developmient Act. (42 
U.S.C. 334). (The text of sections 401 and 
204 are printed in the Department of 
Agriculture’s final rule published 
elsewhere in this issue (see 
Supplementary Information section of 
USDA’s document)). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive-Order 12372 
should also ensure that federal agencies 
carry out their responsibilities under 


- these statutes. In response, the 


Executive Order was amended to cite 
section 204 as authority as well as - 
section 401. Consequently, paragraph (a) 
of this section {as well as the authority 
citation for the entire regulation) now 
cites not only the Executive Order but 
also section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
Paragraph (b) adds mention of 
“areawide” entities in keeping with 
section 204. Other provisions in these 
regulations carry out the Department's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
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levels. The Department, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the Department and other federal 
agencies on one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations presuppose, 
and rely on, the good faith of federal, 
state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another’s 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutory responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the regulation, 
the Department is stating only that these 
regulations are not grounds for judicial 
review of agency action beyond those 
afforded by the underlying statutes. 


Section 13.2 What definitions apply to 
these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Department does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Department 
would not use the term in any but its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Department chose not to include 
a definition of “direct federal 
development,” or “federal financia! 
assistance.” Experience in other 
regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 


in these cases, the list of state plans and 
program inclusions accompanying this 
rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
atate and local elected officials can act. 
The Department also decided not to 
try defining “unusual circumstances.” 
With respect to this term, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness is particularly great. 
The purpose of providing discretion to 
deviate from certain requirements in 
unusual circumstances is to give federal 
agencies flexibility to deal with 
unforeseen situations and other 
problems beyond the agencies’ control. 
As stated in the preamble to the 
proposed rules, the Department expects 
to use this provision sparingly, and only 
when absolutely necessary. Thus it 
would be counterproductive to attempt, 
through a definition, to limit this 
flexibility by anticipating all possible 
circumstances when it might be needed. 
The Department also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 13.10. 
In this section, the Secretary accepts the 
state process recommendation or 
reaches a mutually agreeable solution. If 
the Department does not provide an 
accommodation in one of these two 
ways, it must provide an explanation. 
Since the Department believes the 
section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 
Finally, the Department considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
The Department concluded that a 
definition of this term would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Department has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in.response to comments and 
recommendations. The term's function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 13.3. What programs and 
activities of the Department are subject 
to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to § 13.3 of the NPRM. A 
substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
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the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs end activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 
clearly outside the scope of the Order. It 
is appropriate for federal agencies to 
decide which of their activities are 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB's 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). Many 
research and development grants are 
competed on a national basis and are 
awarded for studies unrelated to the 
responsibilities or interests of state and 
local government. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Department believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of program and activities 
which are eligible for selection for a 
state process. However, in response to 


* comments, the Department has reviewed 


the criteria for exclusion as well as the 
particular exclusions that were 
proposed in January. These criteria and 
particular exclusions are discussed in 
more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the 
Department is publishing a notice listing 
these “included” programs and 
activities. Included programs to which 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act 
applies are indicated with an asterisk 
(*). Section 204 obligations apply with 
respect to these programs only for 
projects or activities located in 
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metropolitan areas. Otherwise, these 
projecis are treated like any other 
program available for selection. This 
information is being published in a 
separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule in order to allow future changes 
to be made more conveniently. The 
Department will seek public comment 
on proposed future program or activity 
exclusions as these occur. 


Section 13.4 What are the Secretary's 
general responsibilities under the 
Order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


Section 13.5 What is the Secretary’s 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Department and other 
federal agencies to-do more in ensuring 
that federal agencies communicate not 
only with state and local elected 
officials but also with each other. The 
Department believes that this point is 
well taken. Many programs and projects 
require information or approvals from a 
number of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Department is adding 
a new section, the language of which is 
derived from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Secretary, to 
the extent practicable, will consult with 
and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected federal 


departments and agencies in an effort to - 


ensure full coordination between such 

agencies and the Department regarding 
programs and activities covered under 

these regulations. 


Section 14.6 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 13.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 


state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence} in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB's 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Department 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a state process. In particular, the 
Department does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
of each local jurisdiction in a state 
before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 13.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Secretary with each change in its 
program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Department 
to establish deadlines for states to 
inform the Secretary of changes in 
program selections. The primary reason 
for this provision is to expedite 
processing of assistance applications 
and to reach decisions on projects at 
times of heavy workload, such as the 
end of the fiscal year. For example, 
deadlines could be set to avoid having 
to make, on short notice, midstream 
changes in coordination procedures. In 
addition, the Department has made 
some editorial changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 13.7, discussed below. 
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Section 13.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities? 


Paragraph (a) specifies that the 
Secretary's obligation to communicate 
with state and local elected officials 
applies to programs and activites 
subject to the Order that are covered by 
a state process. This pragraph is 
intended to emphasize that it is with the 
state process, not just a Governor's 
office or other state government entity, 
that the Secretary will communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Department must 
pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a state process. 
The Department may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
the Department's programs or activities. 
Further, the Department need not rely 
on the state process or the single point 
of contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Department notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and lecal entities for purposes 
of sections 401 and 204 is the 
responsibility of the state process. The 
single point of contact could be the 
information channel for this purpose. 
The Department need not notify 
areawide, regional, and local! entities 
separately in this situation, but may do 
so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Department 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Department 
will carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., a notice in the 
Federal Register or in a publication 
widely available in the area potentially 
affected by the proposed federal action) 
or direct {e.g., a letter to the mayor of an 
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affected city). The notice will alert the 
directly affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identifying who in 
the Department should be contacted for 
more information. 


Section 13.8 How does the Secretary 
provide states the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 13.6{b) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 13.8{a) in the final rule) 
than-any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Secretary would give states at least 30 
days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these’comments, the 
Department has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
(including interstate matters), except 
with respect to federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards, for which the 
comment period would remain 30 days. 

The Secretary will establish, by notice 
to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information could 
be provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Department will provide 
notice, including notice of any 
adjustment to the comment period that 
may be necessary, to directly-affected 
state, areawide, regional and local 
entities concerning the proposed federal 
action. Because paragraphs (a) and (b) 
now provide that the Secretary will 
establish this starting date, the language 
of the NPRM permitting the Secretary to 
establish deadlines for submission of 
various materials is no longer necessary 
and has been deleted. When 
establishing deadlines, the Secretary 
will ensure that commenting parties 
under the state process are afforded 
adequate time to review and comment 
on an application or project proposal. 


Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 13.6{a) of the NPRM. The 
provisions of this section apply to cases 
in which review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. This paragraph is 
intended to make clear that when this 
responsibility is delegated, these 
procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the state level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key step in a timely review, and that 
a full and complete application was 
generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. The Department is aware of 
these concerns, but in the interest of 
retaining as much flexibility as possible 
for the state process, has decided not to 
require applicants to submit notices of 
intent or full and complete applications 
at particular points in time to the state 
process. The Department encourages 
applicants at an early stage to notify 
and talk with officials and entities who 
have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the application. 

Paragraph (d) of § 13.6 of the NPRM 
has been droppped. A new § 13.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Secretary 
receives and responds to comments. 


Section 13.9 How does the Secretary 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 13.6(d) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Secretary's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 13.6(d) had provided that the 
Secretary would respond as provided in 
the Order to all comments from a state 
that are provided through a state office 
or official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
state and the federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 


-their view was that using a single point 
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of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Department's decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act, the 
Department has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and alt 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Department 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
loca! elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Department is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Department. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Secretary 
to follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 13.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Department.) If these conditions are not 
met, the Secretary will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
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and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the 
Department will always fully consider 
all comments it receives under these 
regulations. 

The Department's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Department's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided When a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several'commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve—or undesirable 
to attempt—consensus with respect to 
some projects or programs. Many of 
these comments were in connection with 
the 30-day review period proposed by 
the NPRM, saying that more than 30 
days was needed if consensus were to 
be reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Department will 
respond as provided in § 13.10 to a state 
process recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Department. 


Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Department before 
the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their comments directly to the 
Department concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Department all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as sections 401 and 204 
specify, the Department considers all 
views from state, areawide, regional, 
and local entities or officials. It should 
also reassure commenters that the views 
of concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the 
Department makes provision for 
submission of comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 
state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 
if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process 
recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
may submit comments either to the 
applicant or to the Department. The 
Department is obligated to consider 
these comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of the 
Department. The Department 
deliberated whether in this rule to 
require applicants to transmit all 
comments they had received. The 
Department decided not to impose such 
a requirement in this rule but expects 
applicants to do so. The Department 
retains the option of selectively 
requiring an applicant to do this as part 
of an application kit or in a notice of 
availability of funds. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Department's obligation to consider all 
the comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Department. This 
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obligation derives directly from sections 
401 and 204. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that the Department and other federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although the Department recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Department does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. The 
Department believes that each state 
process should establish the “paper 
flow” procedures best suited to its 
situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, the Department will expect 
the applicant to forward those 
comments with its application to the 
Department. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the state process recommendation to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact. The pcint here is that state 
processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the Federal Government with each 
application, and thus alleviate concerns 
that the application and comments 
might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Department. 


Section 13.10 How does the Secretary 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact, the Department becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Department need 
not accommodate or explain comments 
that: (1) Do not constitute or form the 
state process recommendation, or (2) are 
not provided through a single point of 
contact. The Department will fully 
consider all such comments, but there 





will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph {a){3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the Department 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However 
whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurrs, the Department 
will always send a written explanation 
of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Department will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the department believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance or the start 
of direct federal development, a ionger 
period should not be provided. The 
Department believes that ten days will 
be adequate time for the state process to 
formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Department has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Department has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the 
Department sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Department will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the 
Department sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 


These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Department will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Department's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 13.11 What are the Secretary's 
obligations in interstate situations? 


This section is based on § 13.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
ases except noncompeting continuation 
(wards. 

The Department received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
situations. Most of these comments 
asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
did not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
interstate metropolitan areas and the 
designated areawide entities that 
represent them. 

The Department does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Department's interest to have affected 
states mutually agree on the 
Department's programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Department will work with officials of 
states involved in an interstate situation 
in an attempt to secure this agreement. 
This should not be a regulatory 
requirement, however. 

The Department believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Department will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Department with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)({4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Department if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
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program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Department, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Department 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
If a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state’s single point of contact, 
the Department would also 
accommodate or expain that 
recommendation as well. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to the Department to 
which the Department would like to 
respond. Several commenters said that 
the Office of Management and Budget 
should have a stronger oversight role, 
thus ensuring that federal agencies carry 
out their obligations under the Order 
and these regulations. Behind these 
comments seems to be a concern that 
federal agencies are not really 
interested in consulting with state and 
local governments and a view that, in 
the absence of an OMB “policing” rule, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Department wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations, and 
will act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Department's obligations. 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
forcefully is an important part of the 
Administration's Federalism policy, and 
the Administration’s policymaking 
officials intend the policy to be carried 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Department are responsible to 
the Secretary, who in turn is responsible 
to the Presidenf for carrying out 
important Administration policy. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded the Department and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Department will continue 
to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the 
Department will work with states to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state's 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Department will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to Federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 

Scope 

In addition to general comments 
regarding the scope of the Executive 
Order addressed in the section-by- 
section analysis to § 13.3 above, the 
Department received 11 comments on 
particular Commerce programs which 
the commenters believed should or 
should not be eligible for state selection. 
While one commenter recommended 


that certain programs deemed eligible 
for state selection should be excluded 
from coverage and another supported 
the Department's list of excluded 
programs, other commenters 
recommended that the Department 
exclude fewer programs from eligibility 
for state selection. In part, we believe 
these commenters did not understand 
the limited nature of the Department's 
exclusions. 

In determining which programs are 
subject to E.O. 12372, the Department 
has, as one commenter suggested, been 
guided by section 1 of E.O. 12372. All 
Commerce programs which directly 
affect state and local governments, or 
for which state and local governments 
provide the non-Federal matching share, 
are eligible for selection. While the 
phrase “directly affects” can mean 
different things to different people, the 
Department has attempted to be 
overinclusive rather than 
underinclusive. All of the Commerce 
programs currently covered by OMB 
Circular A-95 are eligible for selection 
by the states. Several other programs 
not covered by A-95 are also eligible for 
selection. EDA's Business Development 
Program (CFDA #11.301) which 
provides loans and guarantees is 
eligible, as in NOAA's 
Intergovernmental Climate Program 
(#11.428). Certain other programs are 
also eligible which were not covered by 
A-95 to the extent that the applicant is a 
state or local government. These 
programs are NOAA's Sea Grant 
Support Program (#11.417), Financial 
Assistance for Marine Pollution 
Research (#11.426), and Fisheries 
Development and Utilization Research 
and Development (#11.427); and 
MBDA’s minority business programs 
(#11.800). 


NOAA Programs 


Several commenters submitted 
comments about programs of the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA). One 
commenter suggested that the Sea Grant 
Support Program (#11.417) and Marine 
Pollution Research (#11.426) should be 
totally excluded from coverage under 
E.O. 12372, instead of partially excluded 
as proposed. Because state and local 
governments are eligible to apply for 
assistance under the programs, the 
Department believes they must be 
eligible for state selection when the 
applicant is a state or local government. 
This commenter also suggested that the 
Department should exclude the 
Intergovernmental Climate Program 
(#11.428); another commenter suggested 
the program should be included. 
Because this program directly affects 
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state and local governments, it is clearly 
covered by E.O. 12372. 

Two commenters requested the 
Department to include NOAA’s Sea 
Grant Program (#11.417), the Marine 
Pollution Research Program (#11.426), 
and the Fisheries Research Program 
(#11.427). These programs generally 
involve research performed by non- 
governmental entities (which includes 
universities and colleges) outside the 
scope of the Order. Because state and 
local governments may legally apply for 
assistance under these programs, 
however, these programs are included 
when the applicant is a state or local 
government agency and states may 
request to review such applications 
under their E.O. 12372 process. One 
commenter also requested the 
Department to include two NOAA 
programs which provide assistance to 
compensate fishermen for losses 
incurred when their vessels are seized 
or damaged by foreign vessels or foreign 
countries (#11.409, 11.410). The 
Department will exclude these programs 
because they do not directly affect state 
or local governments and are outside the 
scope of the Order. 


MBDA Programs 


Four commenters requested the 
Department to include the programs of 
Minority Business Development Agency 
(MBDA) (#11.800). These programs are 
designed to provide minority business 
with management and technical services 
which may prove useful in increasing 
their competitiveness. The Department 
is excluding these programs because 
they do not directly affect state and 
local governments. Because assistance 
is occasionally awarded to agencies of 
state and local governments to provide 
services to minority business, however, 
states may select to review applications 
when the applicant is a state or local 
government agency. 


EDA Programs 


Two commenters requesie the 
Department to include economic 
development programs involving awards 
to Indian tribes. The Department has 
proposed to exclude the Economic 
Development Administration’s (EDA) 
grant programs insofar as they involved 
Indian tribes. Because the Order applies 
to activities which directly affect State 
and loca! governments, the Department 
is excluding these programs when the 
applicant is an Indian tribe. If a 
particular project to an Indian tribe may 
have substantial impact outside the 
reservation which directly affects a 
state or local government's interests, the 
Department intends to review the 





potential impact on a case-by-case basis 
and will request the applicant to submit 
the application to E.O. 12372 review if 
appropriate. Further, if a state law or 
other special circumstances require a 
state to receive notification of 
applications of Indian tribes, upon 
request, EDA will notify the state 
process. 

Several commenters requested the 
Department to include the EDA 
Technical Assistance Program (411.307). 
EDA may extend assistance under the 
Program to public and private entities. 
The Department has included this 
program when the assistance is 
provided to state and local governments 
or when assistance is extended to 
conduct research into economic 
development problems with a local 
focus which may affect state or local 
interests. Because EDA may also extend 
technical assistance to private entities 
for business-related projects such as 
preparation of a marketing study or 
provision of management assistance, the 
Department believes that any effect on 
state and local governments would be 
indirect and outside the scope of the 
Order. (Projects involving loan and 
guarantee assistance to private firms 
under the Business Development 
Program CFDA #11.301, which may 
involve a local matching share 
requirement, are eligible for state 
selection). 


Other Programs 


One commenter requested the 
Department to include the National 
Telecommunications and Information 
Administration's Public 
Telecommunications Facilities Program 
(#11.550). Another requested the 
Department to exclude the Program. 
Because this program requires NTIA 
applicants to work with the appropriate 
state agency, it directly affects the state 
government and is subject to the Order. 
Accordingly, the Department has 
included this program and states may 
choose to select it for review under the 
state process. (The Public 
Telecommunications Services Program, 
#11.551, referred to by two commenters 
is no longer in operation.) 

Another commenter requested the 
Department to include the activities of 
the National Bureau of Standards 
(#11.601, 11.603, 11.604). Inasmuch as 
these activities involve various types of 
research and do not have any unique 
geographic focus or impact they do not 
directly affect state and local 
governments and are outside the scope 
of the Order. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The Department has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12281. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Department and 
allow state and Jocal governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. For this reason, the 
Department believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently, the Department certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This rule is not 
subject to section 3504{h) of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, since it does 
not require the collection or retention of 
data. 


List of Subjects in 15 CFR Part 13 
intergovernmental relations. 


1. For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the Department of Commerce 
amends Title 15, Code of Federal 
Regulations, by adding a new Part 13, to 
read as follows: 


TITLE 15—{ AMENDED} 


PART 13—iINTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

13.1 Purpose. 

13.2 Definitions. 

13.3 Programs and activities of the 
Department subject to the regulations. 

13.4 General responsibilities under the 
Order. 

13.5 Obligations with respect to federal 
interagency coordination. 

13.6 State selection of programs and 
activities. 

13.7 Communication with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities. 

13.8 Opportunity to comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

13.9 Receipt of and response to comments. 

13.10 Accommodation of intergovernmental 
concerns. 

13.11 Obligations in interstate situations. 

13.12 [Reserved] 

13.13 [Reserved] 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 

(48 FR 15887); Sec. 401 of the 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 

as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506); Sec. 204 of the 

Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 

Development Act of 1966 as amended (42 

U.S.C. 3334). 


e 
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§ 13.1 Purpose. 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicabie 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Department, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Department or its officers. 


§ 13.2 Definitions. 


“Department” means the U.S. 
Department of Commerce. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
the U.S. Department of Commerce or an 
official or employee of the Department 
acting for the Secretary under a 
delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 13.3 Programs and activities of the 
Department subject to the regulations. 

The Secretary publishes in the Federal 
Register a list of the Department’s 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations and identifies which 
of these are subject to the requirements 
of section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act. 


§ 13.4 General responsibilities under the 
Order. 

(a) The Secretary provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would provide the 
non-federal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed federal 
financial assistance from, or direct 
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federal development by, the 
Department. 

(b) If a state adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed federal financial! assistance 
and direct federal development, the 
Secretary, to the extent permitted by 
law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine official views of state and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
state and local elected officials’ 
concerns with proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that are communicated 
through the state process; 

(4) Allows the states to simplify and 
consolidate existing federally required 
state plan submissions; 

(5) Where state planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of state plans for federally 
required state plans; 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected state and local elected officials 
in one state with those of another state 
when proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal development 
has an impact on interstate metropolitan 
urban centers or other interstate areas; 
and 

(7) Supports state and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 
planning organization which is 
federally-funded, which has a limited 
purpose, and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
state or local elected officials. 


§ 13.5 Obiigations with respect to federal 
interagency coordination. 

The Secretary, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Department regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§ 13.6 State selection of programs and 
activities. 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 13.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities, 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Secretary of the 


Department's programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Secretary of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the state shall submit to 
the Secretary an assurance that the 
state has consulted with elected local 
elected officials regarding the change. 
The Department may establish 
deadlines by which states are required 
to inform the Secretary of changes in 
their program selections. 

(d) The Secretary uses a state's 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Secretary is notified of its 
selections. 


§ 13.7 Communication with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 


_ programs and activities. 


(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under § 13.6, 
the Secretary, to the extent permitted by 
law: ‘ 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and, 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the state 
process, as early in a program planning 
cycle as is reasonably feasible to 
explain specific pians and actions. 

(b) The Secretary provides notice to 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed Federal financial assistance or 
direct Federal development if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. This 
notice may be made by publication in 
the Federal Register or other appropriate 
means, which the Department in its 
discretion deems appropriate. 


§ 13.8 Opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance and 
direct federal development. 

{a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Secretary gives state processes or 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
at least: 

(1) 30 days from the date established 
by the Secretary to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance in 
the form of noncompeting continuation 
awards; and 

(2) 60 days from the date established 
by the Secretary to comment on 
proposed direct federal development or 
federal financial assistance other than 
noncompeting continuation awards. 

(b) This section also applies to 
tomments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 
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(c) Applicants for programs and 
activities subject to section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Meiropolitan 
Act shall allow areawide agencies a 60- 
day opportunity for review and 
comment. 


§ 13.9 Receipt of and response to 
comments. 


(a) The Secretary follows the 
procedures in § 13.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies; and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 13.6. 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. S 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Department by the 
single point of contact, the Secretary 
follows the procedures of § 13.10 of this 
Part. 

(e) The Secretary considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Secretary 
is not required to apply the procedures 
of § 13.10 of this Part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the Department by a commenting 
party. 


§ 13.10 Accommodation of 
intergovernmental concerns. 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Department through its single point of 
contact, the Secretary either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 
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(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of the 
decision in such form as the Secretary in 
his or her discretion deems appropriate. 
The Secretary may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a}(3) of this section, the 
Secretary informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Department will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Secretary has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 13.11 Obligations in interstate situations. 


(a) The Secretary is responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the 
Department's program or activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Department's program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 13.10 of 
this Part if the Secretary receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. 

(b) The Secretary uses the procedures 
in § 13.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact. 


§ 13.12 [Reserved] 


§ 13.13 [Reserved] 


2. The Secretary also removes the 
following regulations which implement 
OMB Circular A-95: 


TITLE 13—[AMENDED] 


PART 309—[AMENDED}) 


§ 309.17 [Removed] 
(a) 13 CFR is amended by removing 
§309.17. 


TITLE 15—[AMENDED] 


PART 905—[REMOVED] 


(b) 15 CFR is amended by removing 
Part 905. 

3. The Secretary amends the following 
regulations to conform them to the 
changes made above: 


TITLE 13—[AMENDED] 


PARTS 303 AND 307—[ AMENDED] 


§§ 303.4-3 and 307.53 [Amended] 


(a) 13 CFR is amended by removing 
§303.4—3(b)(5)(i), § 303.4-3(d){4)(i)}, and 
§ 307.53(b)(1). 


TITLE 15—[AMENDED] 


PARTS 920, 921, AND 923— 
[AMENDED] 


§§ 920.53, 920.55, 920.58, 920.59, 920.61, 
$21.14, 923.92, 923.95, 923.98 [Amended] 

(b)(1) 15 CFR 920.53(b) is amended by 
removing the phrase “OMB Circular A- 
95, under * * *” so that the sentence 
reads, “Should the State wish to allocate 
a portion of its program development 
grant to an areawide/regional agency 
under the provisions of subsection 305(g) 
of the Act, and in the absence of State 
law to the contrary, preference shall be 
given to those agencies recognized or 
designated as areawide/regional 
comprehensive planning and 
development agencies under the 
provisions of section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966 or Title IV of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 
of 1968.” The last sentence is removed. 

(2) 15 CFR 920.55(b) is amended by 
substituting the phrase “E.O. 12372” for 
the phrase “OMB Circular A-95”" in the 
first sentence. The remainder of (b) is 
removed. 

(3) 15 CFR 920.58(a) and 920.59(a) are 
amended by revising the third sentence 
to read, “An intergovernmental review 
process, if one is established by the 
state pursuant to E.O. 12372, should be 
followed.” 

(4) 15 CFR 920.61(d), 920.61(f), 
923.95(a), and 923.98(c) are amended by 
substituting the phrase “Executive Order 
12372” wherever those sections contain 
reference to “Office of Management and 
Budget Circular Number A-95”", “OMB 
Circular A-95 (revised)”, or “A-95.” 
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(5) 15 CFR 921.14(c) is amended by 
removing the phrase “appropriate state 
and regional A-95 clearinghouses” and 
substituting the phrase “any other 
agency or office which may be identified 
by the State if the State has established 
an intergovernmental review process 
pursuant to E.O. 12372” in the first 
sentence. The last sentence is removed. 

(6) 15 CFR 923.92(b)(3) is amended by 
removing the phrase “OMB Circular A- 
95, under * * *” so that the sentence 
reads, “Should the State wish to allocate 
a portion of its program development 
grant to an areawide/regional agency 
under the provisions of subsection 305(g) 
of the Act, and in the absence of State 
law to the contrary, preference shall be 
given to those agencies recognized or 
designated as areawide/regional 
comprehensive planning and 
development agencies under the 
provisions of section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966 or Title IV of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperative Act 
of 1968.” 

(7) 15 CFR 923.95(b) is amended by 
removing the last sentence. 


PARTS 930, 931, 932 AND 933— 
[AMENDED] 


$§ 930.35, 930.54, 930.61, 930.93, 930.94, 
930.95, $30.96, 930.98, 931.36, 931.50, 
931.77, 931.91, 931.92, 932.42, 933.42 
[Amended] 


(c)(1) 15 CFR 930.35(b) and 930.54(a) 
are amended by substituting the phrase 
“Intergovernmental Review Process 
established pursuant to E.O. 12372” for 
the phrase “OMB Circular A-95 review” 
or “A-95 review.” 

(2) 15 CFR 930.61(c)(3) is amended by 
removing the phrase “A-95 public 
notices.” 

(3) 15 CFR 930.93 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 930.93 Intergovernmental Review 
Process. 


The term “Intergovernmental Review 
Process” describes the procedures 
established by states pursuant to 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” and implementing 
regulations of the review of Federal 
financial assistance to states and local 
governments. 

(4) Former 15 CFR 930.94 is 
redesignated as new 15 CFR 930.95 and 
930.95 as redesignated is amended as 
follows: 

(i) 15 CFR 930.95(a) is amended by 
removing in the first sentence the 
phrase, “to assist A-95 state and 
areawide clearinghouses.” 





(ii) 15 CFR 930.95{c) is amended by 
removing the phrase, “and to the A-95 
state and areawide clearinghouse.” 

(5) Former 15 CFR 930.95 is 
redesignated as new 15 CFR 930.94 and 
is revised to read as follow: 


§ 930.94 State Intergovernmental Review 
Process for Consistency. 

The process by which states with 
approved coastal management programs 
may review applications from state 
agencies and local governments for 
Federal assistance should be developed 
by each state in accordance with 
Executive Order 12372 and 
implementing regulations. In accordance 
wiih the Executive Order and 
regulations, states may use this process 
to review such applications for 
consistency with their approved coastal 
management programs. 

(6) 15 CFR 930.96{a), 930.96(b) and 
930.98{a) are amended by substituting 
the phrase “Intergovernmental Review 
Process” for the phrase “OMB A-95 
process” wherever it occurs. 

(7) 15 CFR 930.96(b) is amended by 
removing the word “clearinghouse” and 
substituting “state agency”. 

(8) 15 CFR 930.98(a) is amended by 
removing in the first sentence the phrase 
“the appropriate clearinghouse” and 
adding the phrase “any other agency or 
office which may be identified by the 
state in its Intergovernmental Review 
Process pursuant to Executive Order 
12372.” In the last sentence the phrase 
“clearinghouse and other” is removed so 
that the sentence reads as follows: 


“State agencies must inform the parties 
** 

(9) 15 CFR 931.36(b){2), 831.50(c}(4), 
931.77(c}(4)(v) and 931.77({c){5) are 
removed. 15 CFR 931.36({b) (3) and (4) 
are redesignated as 931.36(b){2) and 
931.36(b)}{3), respectively. 

(10) 15 CFR 931.91 is amended by 
removing the phrase, “A-95, 
“Evaluation, Review and Coordination 
of Federal and Federally Assisted 
Programs and Projects’ {FR 2052, Jan. 13, 
1976) and” so that the sentence reads, 
“Administrative procedures for grants 
and credit assistance are based to the 
maximum extent practicable upon the 
Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-162 “Uniform Administrative 
Requirements for Grants-in-Aids to 
State and Local Governments’ (34 CFR 
Part 256). 


§931.92 [Removed] 


(11) 15 CFR 931.92 is removed. 

(12) 15 CFR 932.42(a) is amended by 
substituting in the first sentence the 
phrase “E.O. 12372” for the phrase “Part 
I, Attachment A of OMB Circular A-95 
(revised)”. The remainder of the section 
is removed. 

(13) 15 CFR 932.42(c) and 933.42(b) are 
amended by substituting the phrase 
“E.O. 12372” wherever they refer to 
“Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-95,” or “A-95.” 

(14) 15 CFR 933.42{a) is amended by 
substituting in the first sentence the 
phrase “E.O. 12372” for the phrase 
“OMB Circular A-95 (revised).” 
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PART 2301—{ AMENDED] 


(d) 15 CFR § 2301.8 is amended by 
revising paragraph (e) to read as 
follows: 


§ 2301.8 Service of applications. 


* * * * * 


(e) The State office established to 
review applications under Executive 
Order 12372, if the State has established 
such an office and wishes to review 
these applications. 


TITLE 50—[ AMENDED] 


PART 401—{ AMENDED] 


(e) 50 CFR § 401.5 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 401.5 Coordination with States. 

The Secretary will approve an 
Application For Federal Assistance only 
after he has coordinated the application 
with the State office established to 
review applications under Executive 
Order 12372 (if the State has established 
such an office and wishes to review 
these applications) and other non- 
Federal entities which have 
management authority over the resource 
to be affected. 


Dated: June 17, 1983. 
Malcolm Baldrige, 
Secretary of Commerce. 
(FR Doc. 83-16716 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-CW-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Office of the Secretary 


intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs Under Executive Order 
12372; Commerce Programs Subject to 
the Order 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice of Commerce programs 
subject to the Order. 


summanry: In the final rules section of 
this issue of the Federal Register the 
Department is publishing its final 
regulations establishing new procedures 
for providing for intergovernmental 
review of its programs and activities as 
required by E.O. 12372. Under the new 
procedures, states are given flexibility to 
select which programs of the 
Department they want to review through 
the state E.O. 12372 process. This notice 
informs state and other interested 
individuals and organizations of the 
Commerce programs which are within 
the scope of E.O. 12372 and eligible for 
selection by the states. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Barry Bird, Office of General Counsel, 
202-377-3084. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 1 
of Executive Order 12372 requires the 
Department to provide opportunities to 
elected officials of state and local 
governments to consult on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development if the federal 
activity directly affects them or if they 
provide non-federal funds for the 
activity. The Executive Order and the 
Department's implementating 
regulations allow states to establish a 
state process to provide for that 
consultation and to select which Federal 
programs subject to section 1 of the 
Order they wish to cover by their 
process. This notice lists the programs at 
the Department which are subject to 
E.O. 12372 (“Included Programs’). The 
Department published a list of 
Commerce programs not subject to the 
Order in conjunction with the proposed 
rule (January 24, 1983, 48 FR 3101). 

States may select (or not select) any 
of the included programs for review 
through the state process. As noted in 
the preamble to the final rule, states 
must send the initial list of selected 
Commerce programs to the Office of 
Management and Budget. Subsequently, 
states must send changes to the states 
list directly to the agencies affected (e.g., 
EDA) or to the Department's Office of 
Intergovernmental Affairs, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Washington, 
D.C. 20230. 





One of the changes made in the final 
regulations was to add provisions to 
implement section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
3334). This section applies to programs 
for projects or activities located in 
metropolitan areas which involve 
assistance for carrying out open-space 
land projects or for the planning or 
construction of hospitals, airports, 
libraries, water supply or distribution 
facilities, sewerage facilities and waste 
treatment works, highways, 
transportation facilities, law 
enforcement facilities, and water 
development and land conservation 
projects. Programs at the Department 
which may involve projects subject to 
the requirements of section 204 of this 
Act and the relevant provisions in the 
Commerce final regulations 
implementing E.O. 12372 are marked 
with and asterisk (*). 

In developing the list of Commerce 
programs subject to E.O. 12372, the 
Department has attempted to implement 
the requirements of section 1 of the 
Order fully. All Commerce programs 
which affect state and local 
governments directly or for which state 
and local governments supply the non- 
Federal share of funds have been 
included. Because several statutes 
administered by Commerce allow the 
Department to extend assistance to both 
public and private entities, however, 
some programs may be subject to the 
Order but only when the applicant is a 
state or local government. For example, 
the Economic Development 
Administration may extend technical 
assistance to various public and private 
entities. To the extent such assistance is 
extended to a state or local government 
it is clearly within the scope of the 
Order. To the extent the assistance is 
extended to a private business (to fund, 
for example, marketing studies or to 
provide management and operational 
assistance) and does not involve 
unusual aspects which directly affect a 
state or local government, it is not 
covered by the Order. Accordingly, 
certain programs listed below are only 
partially included. (Numbers refer to 
location in the Catalogue of Federal 
Domestic Assistance. For purposes of 
this notice, all universities and colleges 
are deemed nongovernmental.) 

The Department would point out that 
every Commerce program currently 
subject to OMB Circular A-95 is eligible 
for state selection under the E.O 12372 
procedures. In addition, two programs 
are eligible which were not subject to 
A95—CFDA #11.301 (Economic 
Development Business Development) 
and #11.428 (Intergovernmental Climate 
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Program). Several other programs which 
were not subject to A-95 are partially 
included insofar as assistance is 
extended to state and local 
governments. These programs are 
#11.417 (Sea Grant Support), #11.426 
(Marine Pollution Research), #11.427 
(Fisheries Development and Utilization 
Research and Development) and #11.800 
(Minority Business Development 
Assistance). 


Included Programs 


*11.300 Economic Development—Grants for 
Public Works and Development Facilities 

11.301 Economic Development—Business 
Development Assistance 

*11.302 Economic Development—Support 
for Planning Organizations 

*11.303 Economic Development—Technical 
Assistance (when the application is by or 
for the benefit of a state or local 
government) 

*11.304 Economic Development—Public 
Works Impact Projects 

*11.305 Econcmic Development—State and 
Local Economic Development Planning 

*11.306 Economic Development—District 
Operational Assistance 

*11.307 Special Economic Development and 
Adjustment Assistance Program Long- 
Term Economic Deterioration 

11.405 Anadromous and Great Lake 
Fisheries Conservation (except for 
research projects involving 
nongovernmental entities) 

11.407 Commercial Fisheries Research and 
Development 

11.417 Sea Grant Support (state and local 
government applicants) 

*11.419 Coastal Zone Management Program 
Administration 

11.420 Coastal Zone Management Estuarine 
Sanctuaries 

*11.421 Coastal Energy Impact Program— 
Formula Grants 

*11.422 Coastal Energy Impact Program— 
Planning Grants 

*11.423 Coastal Energy Impact Program— 
Loans and Guarantees 

“11.424 Coastal Energy Impact Program— 
Environmental Grants 

*11.425 Coastal Energy Impact Program— 
Outer Continental Shelf State 
Participation Grants 

11.426 Financial Assistance for Marine 
Pollution Research (state and local 
government applicants) 

11.427. Fisheries Development and 
Utilization Research and Development 
Grants and Cooperative Agreements 
Program (state and local government 
applicants) 

11.428 Intergovernmental Climate Program 

11.550 Public Telecommunications Facilities 

11.800 Minority Business Development— 
Management and Technical Assistance 
(state and local government applicants) 

Dated: June 17, 1983. 

Malcolm Baldrige, 

Secretary of Commerce. 

[FR Doc. 83-16717 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510-CW-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 

32 CFR Part 243 

(DoD Directive 4165.61] 


intergovernmental Coordination of 
DOD Federal Development Programs 
and Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, DoD. 
ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: This rule implements E.O. 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs.” The rule applies to 
federal development programs and 
activities of the Department of Defense. 
E.O. 12372 and this rule are intended to 
replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
{OMB) Circular A-95. They also 
implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmenta! Cooperation Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: This rule is effective 
September 30, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Colonel Michael D. Davies, USA, Office 
of Economic Adjustment, Rm. 3D968, 
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20301, tel. 
(202} 697-3006. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3106) the 
Department of Defense, along with 25 
other federal agencies, published 
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM) to carry out E.O. 12372 or 
notices proposing that their programs 
not be subject to the Order. Later, two 
more agencies published NPRMs, 
bringing to 28 that total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
The Department of Defense, in 
conjunction with the other 27 federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on April 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101), reopening the comment 
period, scheduling a public meeting for 
May 5, 1983, and requesting comments 
on several tentative responses to 
comments. 

The Department of Defense received 
no comments specifically related to the 
inclusion or exclusion of DoD programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 
issues pertaining only to the Department 
of Defense. 

However, following consultation with 
OMB and the other 22 federal agencies 
that are issuing a final rule, the ‘ 
Department of Defense has made 
several changes from the proposed rule. 
The Department of Defense is fully 
committed to carrying out E.O. 12372, 
and intends through this rule to 
communicate effectively with state and 
local elected officials and to 
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accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date gives state 
and local elected officials more time to 
establish the state processes and to 
consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the E.O. on April 8, 1983, 
extending the effective date of this final 
rule until September 30, 1983 (48 FR 
15587, April 11, 1983). The Department's 
existing requirements and procedures 
under OMB Circular A-95 will continue 
in effect until September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed E.O. 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 FR 30959, 
July 16, 1982). The objectives of the E.O. 
are to foster an intergovernmental 
partnership and a strengthened 
Federalism by relying on state and local 
processes for state and local 
government coordination and review of 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development. The 
E.O.: 

—Allows states, after consultation with 
local officials, to establish their own 
process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increase federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 
not; 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the E.O. These 
are the state process, the single point of 
contact, and the federal agency's 
“accommodate or explain” response to 
state and local comments submitted in 
the form of a recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the E.O. The rule 
requires only two components for the 
state process: (1) a state must tell the 
federal agency which programs and 
activities are being included under that 
state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The E.O. provides that 


states are also to consult with local 
governments when establishing the state 
process.) Any other components are at 
the discretion of the state. This lack of 
prescription gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the E.O. 
and the implementing rules (other than 
indicating how federal agencies will 
operate under such situations) are not 
applied. Existing consultation 
requirements of other statutes or 
regulations (except OMB Circular A-95) 


. would continue in effect, including those 


of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act of 1968. The intergovernmental 
consultation provisions of OMB Circular 
A-95 end as of September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 


—A designated single point of contact; 
—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 

areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed action 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action-under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 
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Single Point of Contact 


The state single point to contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the ‘accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate to explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency's nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
federal government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodation or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmenta! Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, that is, 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
Department of Defense is generally 
required to wait 15 days after sending 
an explanation of the 
nonaccommodation to the single point of 
contact before taking final action. 


A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus, that is, the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties, of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Format Change From NPRM 


To facilitate implementation by the 
DoD Components, maintain consistency 
with the previous DoD regulation on 
intergovernmental coordination of DoD 
land and facility, and allow 
incorporation of internal instructions the 
unique format of the NPRM is changed 
to the DoD standard in this final rule. 
The provisions of the NPRM, as changed 
in consultation with the other agencies 
and the April 8 amendment to the E.O., 
are contained in this regulation. 


Appendices 


Appendices may be changed without 
rulemaking but will be published as 
notices in the Federal Register. 


List of Subjects in 32 CFR Part 243 


Federal financial assistance; Federal 
development programs; 
Intergovernmental relations. 

Accordingly, 32 CFR is amended by 
revising Part 243, reading as follows: 


PART 243—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
COORDINATION OF DOD FEDERAL 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

243.1 
243.2 
243.3 
243.4 
243.5 
243.6 


Purpose. 

Applicability and scope. 
Definition. 

Policy. 

Responsibilities. 
Procedures. 

Appendices 

A. DoD Programs and Activities Included 
Under This Directive. 

B. Examples of Federal Programs and 
Activities That May Affect the Department of 
Defense. . 

C. DoD Liaison Representatives for 
Intergovernmental Coordination of DoD 


Federal Development Programs and 
Activities. 
D. Procedures for DoD Federal 
Development Programs and Activities. 
Authority: E.O. 12372 (July 14, 1982; 47 FR 
30959); section 401(b) of Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 (31.U.S.C. 6506{b)). 


§ 243.1 Purpose. 

This rule under E.O. 12372 and 31 
U.S.C. Section 6506 et seq, updates 
policies, assigns responsibilities, and 
prescribes procedures for an 
intergovernmental process to assist 
coordination of appropriate DoD federal 
development programs and activities in 
the United States with state and local 
governments and federal agencies, and 
to encourage state and local 
governments and federal agencies to 
coordinate their programs and activities 
with the Department of Defense. 


§ 243.2 Applicability and Scope. 

(a) This rule applies to the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the Military 
Departments (excluding the civil works 
function of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers) and the Defense Agencies 
(hereafter referred to collectively as 
“DoD Components”). 

(b) Neither E.O. 12372 nor this rule are 
intended to create any right or benefit 
enforceable at law by a party against 
the Department of Defense or its 
officials. 

(c) This rule covers all programs and 
activities developed by DoD 
Components for military construction 
(as defined in DoD Instruction 7040.4), 
acquisition of real property, substantial 
changes in existing use of military 
installations and real property, and 
disposal of real property that may affect 
state and local government or other 
federal agency community development 
programs and activities, and state, local, 
and other federal agency programs and 
activities that may affect DoD activities. 

(d) A list of the DoD programs and 
activities subject to E.O. 12372 is at 
appendix A. An illustrative list of other 
federal programs and activities that may 
affect the Department of Defense is at 
appendix B. 


§ 243.3 Definition. 


State. Any of the 50 states, the District 
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, the U.S. Virgin 
Islands, or the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands. 


§ 243.4 Policy. 


It is the policy of the Department of 
Defense to promote an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
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strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state processes and on state, areawide, 
regional, and local coordination for 
review of proposed DoD federal 
development; and to encourage the 
opportunity to review other agency 
programs and activities that may affect 
the Department of Defense. 


§ 243.5 Responsibilities. 

(a) The Executive Secretary to the 
Secretary of Defense, having been 
designaied by the Secretary of Defense 
as the DoD intergovernmental 
coordineaticn point of contact, shall act 
as the force) point for al! matters relating 
to E.O. 12372. 

(b) The Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, 
and Logistics) {ASD(MRA&L)) shail 
develop policy and shail: (1) Have 
overall management responsibility for 
intergovernmental coordination of DoD 
federal development programs and 
activities, (2) Monitor the 
implementation of E.O. 12372 within the 
Department of Defense. 

(c) The Heads of DoD Components 
shall: 

(1} Establish and maintain an 
intergovernmental coordination 
management process concerning DoD 
federal development programs and 
activities described in appendix A. 

(2) Monitor the application of policies, 
responsibilities, and procedures 
contained in this rule within their 
subordinate elements. 

(3) Designate an official to be the 
point of contact for intergovernmental 
coordination and review matters 
covered by this rule and report his or 
her name, position, and office to the 
ASD(MRA&L). 

(4) Develop procedures that wiil 
ensure that a record of state comments, 
reviews, determinations, 
recommendations, and the status of 
programs and activities are maintained. 

(5) Designate an official, in 
accordance with appendix C, who shall 
serve as a DoD liaison representative to 
the states in the respective federal 
regions for all DoD intergovernmental 
coordination matters. The identification 
of the liaison representatives shall be 
provided to the ASD(MRA&L) who shall 
publish a directory of liaison 
representatives in the Federal Register. 
The liaison function shall be in addition 
to the representative's regular duties. 


§ 243.6 Procedures. 

DoD Components shall establish and 
maintain an intergovernmental 
coordination management process, 
reflected in a cooperative agreement 
when feasible, to achieve full 
consultation with state, regional, and 


local entities for those programs and 
activities covered by this rule. DoD 
Components shall encourage reciprocal 
actions with regard to the state, 
regional, and local programs and 
activities. 

(a) DoD Components shall establish 
and maintain an inter-agency 
coordination management process to 
ensure their development programs and 
activities are consistent and compatible 
with the development actions of federal 
agencies operating at the local levels. 
DoD Components shall encourage 
reciprocal actions by other federal 
agencies with regard to their programs 
and activities. Unresolved conflicts shall 
be brought to the attention of the 
ASD(MRA&L). 

(c) DoD Components that conduct 
activities or operate installations that 
may be affected by the programs and 
activities of federal agencies shall take 
part in the community planning process 
by providing information, policy, and 
position statements on those programs 
and activities to the agencies concerned. 

(d) The degree of public interest in a 
proposed program or activity shall be 
considered when deciding whether the 
Congress and the public shall be notified 
before offering information for comment 
as prescribed in this rule. 

(e) In an emergency, provisions of this 
rule may be waived by the Secretary of 
the Military Department concerned. 
Such instances will be reported to the 
ASD(MRA&L). 

(f} This rule does not affect normal 
cooperative community planning or 
coordination relationships between DoD 
installations and surrounding 
communities. 

(g) Further procedures for DoD federal 
development programs are prescribed at 
appendix D. 


Note.—Appendices A-D will not be 
published in the Code of Federal Regulations. 


Appendix A—DoD Programs and Activities 
Included Under This Rule 


. Installation comprehensive master 
planning 
. Military construction 
. Family housing 
. Real property acquisition and disposal 
. Withdrawais of public domain land for 
military use 
. Subsiantial changes in existing use of 
installations 
. Notices of intent, findings of no significant 
impact, and draft and final environmental 
impact statements (EIS) (as part of the 
standard process) 
8. Air installation compatible use zone 
(AICUZ) studies 
9. Natural resource plans 
10. Floodplain management and wetlands 
protection 
11. Appropriate information and data for 
regional plans, programs, and projects: 
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Appendix B—Examples of Federal Programs 
and Activities That May Affect the 
Department of Defense 


1. Environmental impact assessments and 
statements 
. Noise abatement and control 
. Coastal zone management 
. Areawide waste treatment management 
. Recreation 
. Fish and wildlife conservation 
. Air quality 
. Flood control 
9. State and regional transportation 
10. State and regional land use 
11. Energy facility siting 
12. FHA and VA mortgage insurance 
13. Historic preservation 
14. Primitive and wilderness area 
management 


Appendix C— DoD Liaison Representatives 
for Intergovernmental Coordination of DOD 
Federal Development Programs and Activities 


Component 
Furnishing 


Standard Federal Regions 
Representative 





1 Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, | Air Force. 
New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont. 

li New Jersey, New York, Puerto Rico, | Army. 
Virgin Islands. 

iit Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania, 
Virginia, West Virginia. 

'V. Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, | Navy. 
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Caro- 
lina, Tennessee. 

V_ itinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, | Air Force. 
Ohio, Wisconsin. 

Vi Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, | Air Force. 
Okiahorna, Texas. 

Vii lowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska. Army. 

Vili Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, | Air Force. 
South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming. 

1X American Samoa, Arizona, California, | Navy. 
Northern Mariana islands, Guam, 
Hawaii, Nevada, Trust Territory. 

X Alaska, idaho, Oregon, Washingion........) Army. 


Appendix D—Procedures for DoD Federal 
Development Programs and Activities 


A. General. 


1. State Selection of Programs and 
Activities. 

a. A state may select any program or 
activity listed in appendix A of this rule for 
intergovernmenta! review. Each state, before 
selecting programs and activities, will consult 
with local elected officials. 

b. Each state that adopts a process will 
notify the DeD liaison representative for the 
federal region in which that state is located 
of DoD programs and activities selected for 
that process. 

c. A state may notify the liaison 
representative of changes in its selections at 
any time. For each change, the state will 
submit an assurance that the state has 
consulted with elected local officials 
regarding the change. The DoD Components 
may establish deadlines by which states are 
required to inform them of changes in their 
program selections. 

d. DoD Components shall use a state's 
process as soon as feasible after notification 
of the state's selections. 


Ne ee ee eee eee 
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2. Communication with State and Local 
Officials. 

a..For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process, the DoD 
Components shall (1) use the official state 
process to determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and (2) communicate with 
state and local elected officials, through the 
official state process as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible:to 
explain specific plans and actions {see 
section C., below). 

b. DoD Components shall provide notice to 
directly affected state, areawide, regional, 
and local entities in a state of proposed DoD 
federal development if (1) the state has not 
adopted an official process; or (2) the 
development involves a program or activity 
not selected for the state process. This notice 
may beaade by publication in the Federal 
Register or other appropriate means. 

3. Opportunity To Comment. 

a. Except in unusual circumstances, DoD 
Components shall give state processes 60 
days from the date established by the 
Component to comment on DoD federal 
development programs and activities. 

b. Subsection.A.3. also applies to 
comments in cases in which the state has 
delegated the review, coordination, and 
communication responsibilities. 

4. Receipt of and Response To Comments. 

a. DoD Components shall follow 
procedures in subsection A.5., below if (1) a 
state office or-official is designated to act as 
a single point of contact (SPOC) between a 
state process and.all federal agencies; and (2) 
that office or official transmits a state 
process recommendation for a selected 
program. 

b. The SPOC is not obligated to transmit 
comments from state, areawide, regional, or 
local officials and entities when there is no 
state process recommendation. 

c, If a state process recommendation is 
transmitted by a SPOC, all comments from 
state, areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it will also be 
transmitted. 

d. If a state has not established a review 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities may 
submit comments directly to the DoD 
Component. , 

e. If a program or activity is not selected 
for a state review process, state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities may 
submit comments directly to the DoD 
Component. In addition, if a state process 
recommendation for a nonselected program 
or activity is transmitted by the SPOC to the 
DoD Component, the Component shall 
comply with subsection A.5., below. 

f. DoD Components shall consider 
comments which do not constitute a state * 
process recommendation and for which the 
Component is not required to comply with 
subsection A.5., below, when such comments 
are provided by a SPOC or directly by a 
commenting party. 

5. Accommodation of Intergovernmental 
Concerns. 

a. If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to a DoD 
Component through its SPOC, the Component 


either (1) accepts the recommendation; (2) 

reaches a mutually agreeable solution with 
the state process; or (3) provides the SPOC 
with a written.explanation of the decision. 

b. In any explanation, the SPOC shall be 
informed that (1) the decision will not be 
implemented for at least 10. days after the 
SPOC receives the explanation; or (2) the 
Secretary of the Military Department or 
Director of the Defense Agency concerned 
has reviewed the decision and determined 
that because of unusual circumstances the 
waiting period of at least 10 days is not 
feasible. 

c. For purposes of computing the waiting 
period, a SPOC is presumed to have received 
written notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 

6. Obligations in Interstate Situations. 

DoD Components shall: 

a. Identify DoD federal development that 
has an impact on interstate areas. 

b. Notify appropriate officials and entities 
in states that have adopted a process and 
selected the particular program or activity. 

c. Make efforts to identify and notify the 
affected state, areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities in those states that have 
not adopted a process or selected the 
particular program or activity. 

d. Respond to subsection A5., above, if a 
recommendation is received from a 
designated areawide agency transmitted by a 
SPOC when the state has delegated the 
review, coordination, and communication 
responsibilities. 

e. Use the procedures in subsection A5., 
above, if a state process provides a state 
process recommendation through a SPOC. 

7. Memoranda of Understanding. 

The Department of Defense shall use 
cooperative agreements in the form of 
memoranda of understanding with states 
having a process to establish the information 
to be submitted to the SPOCs and the timing 
of the submittals. DoD Components shall 
contact their DoD liaison representatives to 
identify the SPOCs with whom the 
agreements shall be made. When it is 
determined that an agreement is practical, all 
DoD Components that have a presence in the 
state shall become parties to the agreement 
whenever possible. When such agreements 
are used, the content shall be uniform and 
shall be consistent with the policies and 
procedures contained in this Directive. 
Cooperative agreements that predate this 
Directive may continue in force until revised 
and shall be the basis formew agreements. 

8. Records. 

DoD Components shall maintain, as part of 
the records of each review, the comments 
received from all sources together with the 
status of the review. 

9. Information To Be Provided. 

The specific information to be provided to 
the states or federal agencies depends on the 
particular plan or project and must be 
determined by each DoD Component. 
Information normally available for 
construction projects such as site location, 
scope of work, type of construction and 
description of work, together with necessary 
site plans shall be provided. Normally, 
justification or rationale for the project in 
question shall not be furnished. 
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10. Requests for Information. 

Requests for additional information from 
the public shall be handled in accordance 
with Parts 286.of this title and DoD 
Instruction 5400.10. If a request for additional 
information is refused, the requestor shall be 
informed in writing, with appropriate 
explanation, and the response placed in the 
record. 

11. Classified Information. 

Classified information shall not be 
provided to any non-DoD entity that does not 
have the authority to receive it. 

12. Review of Other Programs and 
Activities. 

Although a program or activity may not be 
included in the scope of this Directive, the 
DoD Component may still provide the public 
the opportunity to have its views considered. 
Many statutes involving DoD activities have 
their own consultation requirements and the 
DoD Components shall. comply with them. 

13. National Capital Region. 

DoD Components responsible for federal 
development in the National Capital Region 
(as defined in the National Capital Planning 
Act of 1952) shall coordinate with the 
National Capital Planning Commission. 


B. Scope. 


1. Programs and Activities To Be 
Reviewed. 

There are no minimum quantitative levels 
that can be used to. determine whether 
comments shall be sought on a specific 
program or activity. Repair, maintenance, and 
rehabilitation projects are excluded from the 
scope of this Directive unless they result in a 
substantially changed capacity or function of 
facilities that could affect non-DoD entities. 
The following types of programs and 
activities are to be considered for inclusion: 

a. Appropriate portions of the Military 
Department-approved installation master 
plans (such as land use plans) developed in 
accordance with DoD 42701-M. 

b. Air Installation Compatible Use Zone 
(AICUZ) studies developed in accordance 
with part 246 of this title. 

c. Military construction included in the 
budget fiscal year DoD military construction 
program that may affect community 
development, especially as regards utilities, 
transportation, and schools. 

d. Real property acquisition projects 
approved by the Military Department 
concerned or included in the current fiscal 
year DoD military construction that may 
affect community development plans. 

e. Military Department-approved programs 
and activities that change substantially the 
use of military installations and real property 
and may affect community development 
plans. 

f. Real property disposal projects that may 
affect community development plans. 

2. Responsibility for Community Impact 
Determination. 

The DoD Component concerned shall make 
the judgment whether a particular program or 
activity affects community development 
plans. 

3. Other Review Requirements. 

The procedures contained in this Directive 
are in addition to compliance with ithe 
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requirements of the National Environmental 
Protection Act, and Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. 

C. Scheduling of notification. 

Subject to provisions of other statutory and 
regulafory requirements, DoD Components 
shall offer their programs and activities for 
review at the planning stages indicated 
below. 

1. Installation Master Plans. 

The military installation master plan as 
described in DoD 4270.1-M shall be offered 
upon approval by the Military Department 
concerned. Significant changes to the 
installation master plan shall also be 
submitted for review. The intent of the 
review is to allow local officials to evaluate 
the impact of land and facility use on their 
own development plans. It will also help the 
review of later annual construction and real 
property acquisition and disposal projects. 

2. Military Construction. 

Information on milicary construction shall 
be submitted after approval of a design 
planning directive for project development to 
be accomplished either in-house or by 
contract. In the latter case, the information 
normally shall be provided upon the 
architect-engineer selection for project 
development as announced in the Commerce 
Business Daily. Substantive changes in 
project development shall be considered for 
additional review. Information may be 
provided to the states before transmission of 
@ project to the Congress so care must be 
taken to ensure the year of funding and 
estimated project cost are not made public. 
On verification that a project is included in 
the budget fiscal year DoD military 
construction program submitted to Congress, 
additional information and documentation on 
the project (that is, DD Forms 1391) may be 
provided for review if it is consistent with the 
submission to the Congress. Proposed major 
military construction projects included in the 
Five-Year Defense Program shall not be 
provided to the states individually or 
collectively except as described above. DoD 
Components shall continue to comply with 
DoD Directive 6015.17 for military health 
facility projects. Each DD Form 1391 for 
projects covered by this Directive shall 
include a statement explaining the status of 
the intergovernmental review. 

3. Real Property Acquisition. 

Real property acquisition projects shall be 
submitted only upon verification that the 
project has been approved by the Secretary 
of the Military Department concerned, or, if 
congressional approval is required, only after 
the Congress has been notified of the project. 
In exceptional cases, this provision may be 
waived by the ASD(MRA&L). When real 
property acquisition is part of a military 
construction project, the acquisition may be 
coordinated as part of that project even 
though the above events have not occurred. 

4. Mission Realignments. 

Plans and projects that may change 
substantially the use of military installations 
and real property and may affect non-DoD 
facilities, services, and activities, shall be 
submitted only after approval by the head of 
the DoD Component concerned and, if 
congressional notification of the plan or 
action is required, only after the Congress 
has been officially notified. 


5. Real Property Disposal. 

Real property disposal projects that require 
prior Congressional approval shall be 
submitted only after required DoD screening 
has been completed and the disposal report 
required by 10 U.S.C. 2662 has been cleared 
by the Congress. In exceptional cases, this 
procedure may be waived by the 
ASD(MRA&L) to allow release for review at 
the time the disposal report is submitted to 
the Congress. 

D. DoD Federal Region Liaison 
Representatives shall: ‘ 

1. Serve as the ASD(MRA&L)'s loca 
representatives. 

2. Establish and maintain liaison with 
SPOCs in their regions to determine the state 
process for intergovernmental review, if one 
exists, arid any special requirements or 
conditions. 

3. Pursue cooperative agreements with the 
states by means of memoranda of 
understanding that specify the programs to be 
included and the process for review 
consistent with the policies and procedures 
of this Directive. 

4. Keep the DoD Components within their 
regions informed of intergovernmental review 
activities. 

5. To the extent possible, resolve 
intergovernmental review issues among DoD 
Components within their regions. If resolution 
is not possible at the regional level, submit 
the matter to the ASD(MRA&L). 

6. Keep the ASD(MRA&L) informed of 
events, experiences and problem areas so 
that the DoD intergovernmental review 
process may be improved. 

M. S. Healy, 

OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer, 
Department of Defense. 

June 16, 1983. 

[FR Doc. 83-17070 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M 


Engineer Corps; Department 
of the Army 


33 CFR Part 384 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of the Army Corps of 
Engineers Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Army. 


ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development programs and 
activities of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. Executive Order 12372 and 
these regulations are intended to replace 
the intergovernmental consultation 
system developed under Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-95. They also implement section 401 
of the Intergovernmenta! Cooperation 
Act. 
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EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dr. Robert Wolff, Assistant Chief, 
Planning Division, Directorate of Civil 
Works, Office of the Chief of Engineers 
(DAEN-CWP), Wash, DC 20314 (202) 
272-0146. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3111), the Corps 
of Engineers, along with 25 other federal 
agencies, published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) to carry out 
Executive Order 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. Subsequently, two 
more agencies published NPRMs, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
The Corps of Engineers, in conjunction 
with the other 27 federal agencies and 
OMB, published a notice in the Federal 
Register on April 21, 1983 (48 FR 17101), 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to 
comments. 


Including comments received by OMB 
and other Federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the Corps of 
Engineers’ rulemaking docket, the Corps 
of Engineers received approximately 160 
comments on government-wide issues 
during the comment period. In addition, 
the Corps of Engineers received 2 
comments specifically related to the 
inclusion or exclusion of the Corps of 
Engineers’ programs from the coverage 
of the Order or other issues pertaining 
only to the Corps of Engineers. 

In preparing the final rule, the Corps 
of Engineers considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Reiations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Corps of 
Engineers has made several changes 
from the proposed rule. The Corps of 
Engineers is fully committed to carrying 
out Executive Order 12372, and intends 
through these regulations to 
communicate effectively with state and 
local elected officials and to 
accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective of April 30, 1983, as the 
NPRM had contemplated. Postponing 
the effective date would give state and 
local elected officials more time to 
establish the state processes and to 
consider which federal] programs they 
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wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983). 
The Corps of Engineers’ existing 
requirements and procedures under 
OMB Circular A-95 will continue in 
effect until September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 {47 
FR 30959, July16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—Allows states, after consultation with 

local officials, to establish their own 

process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness ‘to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 
not; 

—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and, 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency’s “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form ofa 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) a state must tell 
the federal agency which programs and 
activities are being included under the 
state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 


officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Aci of 1968. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 


—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment .on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 


Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
Preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review,.and 
consideration of comments consistent 
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with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency's nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered, and responded to, by the 
federal agency in accordance with 
Section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act and other relevant 
statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
Federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
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explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 


be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 
Section-by-Section Analysis 

In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Corps of Engineers 
altered the section and paragraph 
numbers of various portions of the rule. 
So that these changes will be easier to 
follow, we are providing a table showing 
where each portion of the proposed rule 
is covered in the final rule: 





Final rufe (section) 


Proposed rule (ssction) i 
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Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table ($§ 384.5, 384.6(a), 384.7(b), 
and 384.8{c)) are new. 


Section 384.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. This statute, as 
amended, reads as follows: 


BILLING CODE 3710-92-M 


"Title IV-Coordinated Intergovenmental Policy Administration of 
Development Assistance Programs. 


"Section 401. 
"(a) 


Development Assistance. 


When urbanization proceeds rapidly, 


The economic and social development of the United States and the 
achievement of satisfactory levels of living depend on the sound and orderly 
development of urban and rural areas. 


the 


sound and orderly development of urban communities depends to a large degree 
on the social and economic health and the sound development of smaller 


communities and rural areas. 
The President shall prescribe regulations governing the 


"(b) 


formulation, evaluation, and review of United States Government programs and 
projects having a significant impact on area and community development, 
(including programs and projects providing assistance to the States and 
localities) to serve most effectively the basic objectives of subsection (a) 


of this section. 


The regulation shall provide for the consideration of concurrently achieving 
the following specific objectives and, to the extent authorized by law, 
reasoned choices shall be made between the objectives when they conflict: 


"(1) 


governmental, 


"(2) 
"(3) 


balanced transportation systems, 


appropriate land uses for housing, commercial, industrial, 
institutional, and other purposes. 


wise development and conservation of all natural resources. 


including highway, air, water, 


pedestrian, mass transit, and other means to move people and goods. 


"(4) 


"(5) 
scientific interest. 


"(6) 


adequate outdoor recreation and open space. 


protection of areas of unique natural beauty and historic and 


properly planned community facilities (including utilities for 


supplying power, water, and communications) for safely disposing of wastes, 


and for other purposes. 


"(7) 


concern for high standards of design. 
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"(c) To the extent possible, all national, regional, State, and local 
viewpoints shall be considered in planning development programs and projects 
of the United States Government or assisted by the Government. State and 
local government objectives and objectives of regional organizations shall be 
considered within a framework of national public objectives expressed in laws 
of the United States. Available projections of future conditions in the 
United States and needs of regions, States, and localities: shall. be considered 
in plan formulation, evaluation, and review. 


"(d) To the maximum extent possible and consistent with national 
objectives, assistance for development purposes shall be consistent with and 
further the objectives of State, regional, and local comprehensive planning. 
Consideration shall be given to all developmental aspects of our total 
national community, including housing, transportation, economic development, 
natural and human resources development, community facilities, and the general 
improvement of living environment. 


"(e) To the maximum extent practicable, each executive agency carrying 
out a development assistance program shall, consult with and seek advice from 
all other significantly affected executive agencies in an effort to assure 
completely coordinated programs. To the extent possible, systematic planning 
required by individual United States Government: programs (such as highway 
construction, urban renewal, and open space) shall be coordinated with and, to 
the extent authorized by law, made part of comprehensive local and areawide. 


development planning. 


"(f) When a law of the United States provides that both a 
special-purpose unit of local government and a unit of general local 


government are eligible to receive a loan or grant, the head of an executive 
agency shall make the loan or grant to the unit of general local government 
instead of the special-purpose unit of local government in the absence of 
substantial reasons to the contrary. 


"(g) The President may designate an executive agency to prescribe 
regulations t9 carry out this action." 


BILLING CODE 3) 19-22-¢ 
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A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under this statute. In response, 
paragraph (a) of this Section fas well as 
the authority citation for the entire 
regulation) now cites not only the 
Executive Order but elso section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 
Other provisions in these regulations 
carry out the Corps of Engineers 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Corps of Engineers, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the Corps of Engineers and other federal 
agencies on one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations pre- 
suppose, and rely on, the good faith of 
federal, state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another's 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary, to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutory responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the regulation, 
the Corps of Engineers is stating only 
that these regulations are not grounds or 
judicial review of agency action beyond 
those afforded by the underlying 
statutes. 


Section. 384.2 What definitions apply to 
these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Corps of Engineers does not believe that 
it is necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 


well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
Nationa! Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Corps of 
Engineers would not use the term in any 
but its commonly understood sense. 

The Corps of Engineers chose not to 
include a definition of ‘direct federal 
development,” or “federal financial 
assistance.” Experience in other 
regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the list of program 
inclusions accompanying this 
rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

The Corps of Engineers also decided 
not to try defining “emergency” and 
“unusual circumstances.” With respect 
to terms like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, the 
Corps of Engineers expects to use such 
provisions sparingly, and only when 
absolutely necessary. Thus, it would be 
counterproductive to attempt, through a 
definition, to limit this flexibility by 
anticipating all possible circumstances 
when it might be needed. 

The Corps of Engineers also does not 
believe a definition of “accommodate” 
is necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 384.10. 
In this section, the Corps of Engineers 
accepts the state process 
recommendation or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If the Corps of 
Engineers does not provide an 
accommodation in one of these two 
ways, it must provide an explanation. 
Since the Corps of Engineers believes 
the section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Corps of Engineers 
considered whether to include a 
definition of the term “state process 
recommendation.” The Corps of 
Engineers concluded that a definition of 
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this term would not materially help 
clarify those situations in which the 
Corps of Engineers has an obligation to 
“accommodate or explain” in response 
to comments and recommendations. The 
term’s function is discussed at great 
length in earlier and subsequent 
sections of this preamble and this 
should provide sufficient information as 
to its meaning. 


Section 384.3 What programs and 
activities of the Corps of Engineers are 
subject to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 
clearly outside the scope of the Order 
(e.g., Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities, procurement of military 
weapon systems). It is appropriate for 
federal agencies to decide which of their 
activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
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selection for state processes, the Corps 
of Engineers is publishing a notice 
listing these “included” programs and 
activities. This information is being 
published in a separate notice rather 
than as part of this rule to allow future 
changes to be made more conveniently. 
The Corps of Engineers will seek public 
comment on proposed future program or 
activity exclusions as these occur. 


Section 384.4 What are the Corps of 
Engineers’ general responsibilities 
under the Order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


Section 384.5 What is the Corps of 
Engineers’ obligation with respect to 
federal interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Corps of Engineers 
and other federal agencies to do more in 
ensuring that federal agencies 
communicate not only with state and 
local elected officials but also with each 
other. The Corps of Engineers bélieves 
that this point is well taken. Many 
programs and projects require 
information or approvals from a number 
of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Corps of Engineers is 
adding a new section, the language of 
which is derived from subsection 401(d) 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act. The section provides that the 
Secretary, to the extent practicable, will 
consult with and seek advice from all 
other substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the Corps of Engineers 
regarding programs and activities 
covered under these regulations. 


Section 384.6 What procedures apply 
to the selection of programs and 
activities under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by section 384.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 


provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Corps of 
Engineers believes that these 
requirements are clear and that further 
administrative requirements imposed by 
regulations are unnecessary and would, 
in many cases, delay or interfere with 
the establishment of a state process. In 
particular, the Corps of Engineers does 
not believe that the Order contemplates 
so rigid a requirement as a sign-off by 
an official of each local jurisdiction in a 
state before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 384.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Corps of Engineers with each change 
in its program selections an assurance 
that local elected officials were 
consulted about the change. This 
language emphasizes the continuing 
obligation of states to involve local 
elected officials in decisions concerning 
what programs are selected for the state 
process. The paragraph also allows the 
Corps of Engineers to establish 
deadlines for states to inform the Corps 
of changes in program selections. The 
primary reason for this provision is to 
expedite processing of assistance 
applications and to reach decisions on 
projects at times of heavy workload, 
such as the end of the fiscal year. For 
example, deadlines could be set to avoid 
having to make on short notice 
midstream changes in coordination 
procedures. In addition, the Corps of 
Engineers has made some editorial 
changes for better clarity. 

A listing of Corps of Engineers 
Division Engineers, and the States for 
which they are responsible for 
coordination of this regulation, is 
provided as Appendix A to this 
preamble. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
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not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 384.7, discussed below. 


Section 384.7 How does the Corps of 

Engineers communicate with state and 
local officials concerning its programs 

and activities? 


Paragraph (a) incorporates material 
from §§ 384.3(b) and 384.6(b) of the 
NPRM, except that the final regulation 
specifies that the Corps of Engineers’ 
obligation to communicate with state 
and local elected officials applies to 
programs and activities subject to the 
Order that are covered by a state 
process. This change is intended to 
emphasize that it is with the state 
process, not just a Governor's office or 
other state government entity, that the 
Corps of Engineers will communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Corps of Engineers 
must pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a state process. 
The Corps of Engineers may also take 
the initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
the Corps of Engineers programs or 
activities. Further, the Corps of 
Engineers need not rely on the state 
process or the single point of contact to 
bring about this communication or 
consultation. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Corps of 
Engineers communicates with local 
elected officials in situations where a 
state does not have a state process or 
where the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity. The 
Corps of Engineers will carry out its 
responsibilities in these situations by 
providing notice to state, areawide, 
regional or local officials or entities that 
would be directly affected by the 
proposed federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development. This notice 
may be either through publication (e.g., 
a notice in the Federal Register or in a 
publication widely available in the area 
potentially affected by the proposed 
federal action) or direct (e.g., a letter to 
the mayor of an affected city). The 
notice will alert the directly affected 
entities concerning the proposed action 
and identifying who in the Corps of 
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Engineers should be contacted for more 
information. 


Section 384.8 How does the Corps of 
Engineers provide states the opportunity 
of commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 384.6{c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 384.8(a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Secretary would give states at least 30 
days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Corps of Engineers has decided to 
lengthen the comment period to 60 days 
in all cases (including interstate 
matters). 

The Corps of Engineers will establish, 
by notice to the single point of contact 
or to directly affected entities, a date 
from which the 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. Where a program or 
activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Corps of Engineers will 
provide notice, including any 
adjustments to the comment period that 
may be necessary, to directly affected 
state, areawide, regional and local 
entities regarding the proposed federal 
action. Because paragraphs (a) and (b) 
now provide that the Secretary will 
establish this starting date, the language 
of the NPRM permitting the Secretary to 
establish deadlines for submission of 
various materials is no longer necessary 
and has been deleted. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 384.6{a) of the NPRM 
The provisions of this section apply to 
cases in which review, coordination, 
and communication with the Corps of 
Engineers have been delegated. This 
paragraph is intended to make clear that 
when this responsibility is delegated, 
these procedures apply just as if the 
matter were handled at the state level. 

Paragraph (e) of § 384.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 384.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Corps of 


Engineers receives and responds to 
comments. 


Section 384.9 How does the Corps of 
Engineers receive and respond to 
comments? 


This new section replaces § 384.6(e) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the Corps of 
Engineers obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 384.6(e) had provided that the 
Corps of Engineers would respond as 
provided in the Order to all comments 
from a state that are provided through a 
state office or official that acts as a 
single point of contact under the Order 
between the state and the federal 
agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Corps of Engineers’ 
decision explicitly to implement through 
these regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, the 
Corps of Engineers has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
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state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
is up to the state and local elected 
officials who establish each state 
process whether this single point of 
contact also has a substantive role in 
preparing comments. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Corps of 
Engineers to follow the “accommodate 
or explain” procedures of § 384:10 if two 
conditions are met. First, the state must 
have designated a single point of 
contact. Second, the single point of 
contact must have transmitted a state 
process recommendation. If these 
conditions are not met, the Corps of 
Engineers will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration’s 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration’s view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from the Federal 
Government. Where states and other 
directly affected parties carry out these 
responsibilities by forging a state 
process recommendation, it is highly 
appropriate for the Federal Government 
to give these recommendations the 
increased attention that the 
‘accommodate or explain” process 
provides. We wish to emphasize that, in 
any case, the Corps of Engineers will 
always fully consider all comments it 
receives under these regulations. 

The Corps of Engineers’ practical, as 
well as theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Corps of Engineer's “accommodate 
or explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
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be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Corps of Engineers 
will respond as provided in § 384.10 to a 
state process recommendation which 
does not represent a consensus. This 
means that the single point of contact 
will not have to submit a 
recommendation representing 
unanimous agreement for the 
recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Corps of Engineers under these 
rules. Moreover, because the single 
point of contact is required under 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section to pass 
through comments that differ from the 
state process recommendation, all 
officials and entities within a state are 
assured that comments that differ from 
the state process recommendation on a 
particular program as project will be 
seen and considered by the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Corps of Engineers 
before the review and comment period 
ends. These entities may also choose to 
send their comments directly to the 
Corps of Engineers concurrently with 
their sending them to the state process. 

Paragraph (b}(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the Corps 
of Engineers all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as section 401 specifies, the 
Corps of Engineers considers all views 
from state, areawide, regional, and local 
entities or officials. It should also 
reassure commenters that the views of 
concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the Corps of 
Engineers makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 
state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 


if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process’ 
recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
may submit comments to the Corps of 
Engineers. The Corps of Engineers is 
obligated to consider these comments. 
Paragraph (d) makes a similar provision 
for situations where the state process 
does not cover a particular program or 
activity of the Corps of Engineers. 
Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Corps of Engineers obligation to 
consider all the comments it receives 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities under these 
regulations, whether they are 
transmitted through a single point of 
contact or otherwise provided to the 
Corps of Engineers. This obligation 
derives directly from section 401. 


Section 384.10 How does the Corps of 
Engineers make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Corps of Engineers through a single 
point of contact, the Corps of Engineers 
becomes obligated to accommodate or 
explain. This means that the Corps of 
Engineers need not acccommodate or 
explain. comments that (1) do not 
constitute or form the state process 
recommendation, or (2) are not provided 
through a single point of contact. The 
Corps of Engineers will fully consider all 
comments, but there will be no 
“accommodate or explain” obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” @ state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the Corps of 
Engineers may not also inform the- single 
point of contact of a nonaccommodation 
by telephone, other telecommunication, 
or in a personal meeting. However, 
whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurs, the Corps of 
Engineers will always send a written 
explanation of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the Corps 
of Engineers will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Corps of Engineers 
believes that to avoid unduly delaying 
the start of direct federal development, a 
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longer period should not be provided. 
The Corps of Engineers believes that ten 
days will be adequate time for the state 
process to formulate an appropriate 
political response if the issue is 
sufficiently important within the state. 

The Corps of Engineers has included a 
new paragraph (c) in the regulation to 
clarify when the ten-day waiting period 
begins to run. If the Corps of Engineers 
has made a telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the Corps of 
Engineers sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to’have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Corps of Engineers will be 
free to begin carrying out its decision on 
the sixteenth day after the day the 
Corps of Engineers sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Corps of Engineers will make an effort 
to be as responsive as practicable 
consistent with the Corps of Engineers 
responsibilities to accomplish program 
objectives and to expend funds in a 
sound financial manner. 


Section 384.11 What are the Corps of 
Engineers’ obligations in interstate 
situations? 


This section is based on § 384.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases. 

The Corps of Engineers received 
several comments on its handling of 
interstate situations. Most of these 
comments asked for greater federal 
guidance or involvement in interstate 
situations, especially when various 
affected states did not agree with one 
another. Some commenters also said 
that greater attention should be given to 
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the role of interstate metropolitan areas 
and the designated areawide entities 
that represent them. 

The Corps of Engineers does not 
believe that it is necessary to change the 
proposed regulation to provide any 
particular procedure for resolving 
interstate conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Corps of Engineers’ interest to have 
affected states mutually agree on the 
Corps of Engineers’ programs and 
projects that affect interstate situations. 
On a case-by-case basis, as appropriate, 
the Corps of Engineers will work with 
officials of states involved in an 
interstate situation in an attempt to 
secure this agreement. This should not 
be a regulatory requirement, however. 

The Corps of Engineers believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role‘*to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a){3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Corps of 
Engineers will make efforts to notify in 
interstate situations. OMB will 
periodically provide the Corps of 
Engineers with a list of designated 
interstate areawide entities. Paragraph 
(a){4) provides that the recommendation 
of a designated interstate areawide 
entity will be given “accommodate or 
explain” treatment by the Corps of 
Engineers if it is sent through a state 
single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Corps of Engineers, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Corps of Engineers through the single 
point of contact of either Maryland, 
Virginia, or the District of Columbia, the 
Corps of Engineers is obligated to 
accommodate or explain. If a state 
process recommendation differing from 
the Washington COG recommendation 
is also transmitted by another state’s 
single point of contact, the Corps of 
Engineers would also accommodate or 
explain that recommendation as well. 


Section 384.13 May the Corps of 
Engineers waive any provision of these 
regulations? 


The provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 


this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it wa’s a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Corps of Engineers 
is strongly committed to compliance 
with the Order, and will use the 
emergency waiver provision only in 
those rare instances where an 
unanticipated situation makes prompt 
action necessary without full 
compliance with all provisions of these 
regulations. If the Corps of Engineers 
uses the emergency waiver provision, 
the Corps of Engineers will attempt,.to 
the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
which the waiver was used. In addition, 
the Corps of Engineers will keep records 
of all situations in which the emergency 
waiver was used, except in those cases 
of emergency actions under Pub. L. 84- 
99, which are categorically excluded in 
the regulation. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to the Corps of 
Engineers to which the Corps of 
Engineers would like to respond. Several 
commenters said that the Office of 
Management and Budget should have a 
stronger oversight role, thus ensuring 
that federal agencies carry out their 
obligations under the Order and these 
regulations. Behind these comments 
seems to be a concern that federal 
agencies are not really interested in 
consulting with state and local 
governments and a view that, in the 
absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Corps of Engineers wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations, and 
will act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Corps of Engineers’ obligations. 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
forcefully is an important part of the 
Administration's Federalism policy, and 
the Administration's policymaking 
officials intend the policy to be carried 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
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a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Corps of Engineers are 
responsible to the Secretary of the 
Army, who in turn is responsible to the 
President for carrying out important 
Administration policy on the Civil 
Works Program of the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded the Corps of Engineers and 
other agencies that we should continue 
to follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Corps of Engineers will 
continue to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the Corps of 
Engineers will work with states to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state's 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Corps of Engineers 
will continue to meet all legal 
requirements in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental! 
impact statements, and coastal zone 
management, would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination. Federal agencies could 
also continue any arrangements or 
relationships with entities in the state 
that now exist to facilitate this review 
and comment. Where it is feasible, we 
encourage a coordinated response under 
these regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 


Two commentors suggested that 
permit programs under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers be 
included on the list of programs subject 
to E.O. 12372 and this regulation. As was 
pointed out in the preamble to the 
proposed rule, the regulatory programs 
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of the Corps of Engineers (Sections 9 
and 10 of the River and Harbor Act of 
1899; Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act; and Section 103 of the Ocean 
Dumping Act) do not constitute financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development and are therefore not 
within the scope of the Order. We have 
reviewed our position in light of the two 
comments and have determined it to be 
correct; therefore, no changes have been 
made to the list of programs which is 
being published in the notice section of 
the Federal Register. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The Corps of Engineers has 
determined that this is not a major rule 
under Executive Order 12291. The rule 
will simplify consultation with the Corps 
of Engineers and allow state and local 
governments to establish cost effective 
consultation procedures. For this reason, 
the Corps of Engineers believes that any 
economic impact the regulation has will 
be positive. In any event, it is unlikely 
that its economic impact will be 
significant. Consequently, the Corps of 
Engineers certifies, under the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, that this rule will not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
This rule is not subject to section 3504(h) 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act, since it 
does not require the collection or 
retention of data. 


Dated: June 17, 1983. 
James W. Ray, 


Colonel, Corps of Engineers, Executive 
Director, Engineer Staff. 


List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 384 
Intergovernmental relations. 

Appendix A—Listing of U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers Division Engineers 

Assignments for Coordination of State 

Processes Under E. O. 12372 


Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 
Division, New England, 424 Trapelo Road, 
Waltham, MA 02254—Connecticut, Maine, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhude 
Island, Vermont 

Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 
Division, North Atlantic, 90 Church Street, 
New York, NY 10007—Delawere, District of 
Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, New 
York, Pennsylvania, Virginia 

Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 
Division, South Atlantic, 510 Title Building, 
30 Pryor Street SW., Atlanta, GA 30303— 
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, 
Puerto Rico, South Carolina, U.S. Virgin 
Islands 

Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 
Division, Ohio River, P.O. Box 1159, 
Cincinnati, OH 45201—Indiana, Kentucky, 
Ohio, Tennessee, West Virginia 


Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 
Division, North Central, 536 Clark Street, 


Chicago, IL 60605—Illinois, lowa, Michigan, 


Minnesota, Wisconsin 

Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 
Division, Lower Mississippi Valley, P.O. 
Box 80, Vicksburg, MS 39180—Louisiana, 
Mississippi 

Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 
Division, Missouri River, P.O. Box 103, 
Downtown Station, Omaha, NE 68144— 
Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, Montana, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Wyoming 

Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 
Division, Southwestern, 1114 Commerce 
Street, Dallas, TX 75242—Arkansas, New 
Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas 

Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 
Division, North Pacific, P.O. Box 2870, 
Portland, OR 97208—Alaska, Idaho, 
Cregon, Washington 

Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 


Division, South Pacific, 630 Sansome Street, 


Room 1216, San Francisco, CA 94111— 
Arizona, California, Nevada, Utah 
Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer 
Division, Pacific Ocean, Building 230, Ft. 
Shafter, HI 96858—American Samoa, 
Guam, Hawaii, Northern Mariana Islands, 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 


For the reasons set out in the Preamble, 
the Department of the Army, Corps of 
Engineers amends Title 33, Code of 
Federal Regulations, by adding a new 
Part 384, to read as follows: 


PART 384—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

384.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

384.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

384.3 What programs and activities of the 
Corps of Engineers are subject to these 
regulations? 

384.4 [Reserved]. 

384.5 What is the Corps of Engineers’ 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 

384.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 

384.7 How does the Corps of Engineers 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning its programs and 
activities? 

384.8 How does the Corps of Engineers 
provide states an opportunity to 
comment on proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development? 

384.9 How does the Corps of Engineers 
receive and respond to comments? 

384.10 How does the Corps of Engineers 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 

384.11 What are the Corps of Engineers 
obligations in interstate situations? 

384.12 [Reserved]. 
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384.13 May the Corps of Engineers waive 
any provision of these regulations? 
Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 
1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 
(48 FR 15887); and Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506). 


§ 384.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 


(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Corps of Engineers, and are not 
intended to create any right or benefit 
enforceable at law by a party against 
the Corps of Engineers or its officers. 


§ 384.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Responsible Corps official” means a 
District Engineer, Division Engineer, or 
the Chief of Engineers, or a designated 
representative, who is considering a 
decision or recommendation on a 
proposed Federal action and is 
responsible for coordinating such action 
with the state process under the 
provisions of this regulation. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 384.3 What programs and activities of 
the Corps of Engineers are subject to these 
regulations? 

The Chief of Engineers publishes in 
the Federal Register a list of the Corps 
of Engineers Civil Works programs and 
activities that are subject to these 
regulations. 
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§384.4 [Reserved] 


§ 384.5 What is the Corps of Engineers’ 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 

Responsible Corps officials, to the 
extent practicable, consult with and 
seek advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Corps of Engineers regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. 


§ 384.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 384.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the appropriate Division 
Engineer of the programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the appropriate 
Division Engineer of changes in its 
selections at any time. For each change, 
the state shall submit to the Division 
Engineer an assurance that the state has 
consulted with local elected officials 
regarding the change. The Division 
Engineer may establish deadlines by 
which states are required to inform the 
Corps of Engineers of changes in their 
program selections. 

(d) The Corps of Engineers uses a 
state’s process as soon as feasible, 
depending on individual programs and 
activities, after the Division Engineer is 
notified of its selections. 


§ 384.7 How does the Corps of Engineers 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning its programs and activities? 

(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under 
§ 384.6, the responsible Corps official, to 
the extent permitted by law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, throught the state 
process, as early in a program planning 
cycle as is reasonably feasible to 
explain specific plans and actions. 

(b) The District Engineer provides 
notice to directly affected state, 
areawide, regional, and local entities in 
a state of proposed Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 


(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. 


This notice may be made by publication 
in the Federal Register or other 
appropriate means, which the District 
Engineer in his discretion deems 
appropriate. 


§ 384.8 How does the Corps of Engineers 
provide states an opportunity to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the responsible Corps official gives state 
processes or directly affected state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities at least 60 days from the 
date established by such official to 
comment on proposed direct federal 
development or federal financial 
assistance. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review. 
coordination, and communication with 
the Corps of Engineers have been 
delegated. 


§ 384.9 How does the Corps of Engineers 
receive and respond to comments? 

(a) The responsible Corps official 
follows the procedures in § 384.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 384.6. 

(b}(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the responsible Corps official. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the responsible Corps official. In 
addition, if a state process 
recommendation for a nonselected 
program or activity is transmitted to the 
responsible Corps official by the single 
point of contact, such official follows the 
procedures of § 384.10 of this Part. 

(e) The responsible Corps official 
considers comments which do not 
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constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which such official is 
not required to apply the procedures of 
§ 384.10 of this Part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact or directly to such official by 
a commenting party. 


§ 384.10 How does the Corps of Engineers 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the Corps of 
Engineers through its single point of 
contact, the responsible Corps official 
either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of the 
decision in such form as such Corps 
official in his or her discretion deems 
appropriate. The Corps official may also 
supplement the written explanation by 
providing the explanation to the single 
point of contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
responsible Corps official informs the 
single point of contact that: 

(1) The Corps of Engineers will not 
implement its decision for at least 10 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Assistant Secretary of the 
Army (Civil Works), or the next higher 
level responsible Corps official, has 
reviewed the case and determined that, 
because of unusual circumstances, the 
waiting period of at least 10 days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 384.11 What are the Corps of Engineers 
obligations in interstate situations? 

(a) The responsible Corps official is 
responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the Corps of 
Engineers program or activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
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the Corps of Engineers program or 
activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 384.10 of 
this Part if the responsible Corps official 
receives a recommendation from a 
designated areawide agency transmitted 
by a single point of contact, in cases in 
which the review, coordination, and 
communication with the Corps of 
Engineers has been delegated. 


(b) The responsible Corps official uses 
the procedures in § 384.10 if a state 
process provides a state process 
recommendation to such official through 
a single point of contact. 


$384.12 [Reserved] 


§ 384.13 May the Corps of Engineers 
waive any provision of these regulations? 


(a) Emergency and disaster recovery 
actions performed under Pub. L. 99, 84th 
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Congress, are excluded from the 
requirements of the Order and this 
regulation. 

(b) In other emergencies, the Division 
Engineer may waive any provision of 
these regulations. 

{FR Doc. 83~17071 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710-92-™ 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Department of the Army 


List of Programs Subject to Executive 
Order 12372, intergovernmental 
Review of Federal Programs 


AGENCY: Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Army. 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: On January 24, 1983, the 
Corps of Engineers published a Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) to carry 
out Executive Order 12372, 
Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs (48 CFR 3111). As an appendix 
to the preamble of the NPRM, the Corps 
included a list of its programs and 
activities which would be covered by 
the Executive Order and the 
implementating regulations. Public 
comments was solicited on this list. The 
list is now being published as appendix 
to the notice rather than a part of the 
final rule so that changes can be made 
more conveniently (Appendix A). The 
Corps of Engineers will seek public 
comment on any future program or 
activity exclusions, as may be proposed 
in the future. The current list of 


programs includes all direct federal 
development and federal financial 
Assistance activities of the Corps of 
Engineers Civil Works program, with the 
exception of emergency activities under 
Pub. L, 84-99, which are categorically 
excluded in the proposed and final rule. 
A discussion of comments received on 
the scope of programs included on the 
list may be found in the preamble to the 
final rule published this date in the 
Federal Register as 33 CFR 384. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dr. Robert Wolff, Assistant Chief, 
Planning Division, Directorate of Civil 
Works, Office of the Chief of Engineer 
(ATTN: DAEN-CWP), Washington, D.C. 
20314, or one of the Division Engineers 
listed in Appendix B. to this notice. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Corps of Engineers currently 
coordinates its programs and activities 
with state and local officials based on 
number of federal statutes, Executive 
Orders and agency regulations. In 
addition, each district has the authority 
to develop and implement public 
involvement procedures, including 
coordination with state and local 


officials and agencies. These procedures 
will remain in effect if a state does not 
adopt a process under the provisions of 
33 CFR 384, or if a state chooes not to 
select one or more of the listed Corps of 
Engineers programs for coverage under 
Executive Order 12372. If a State adopts 
a process and chooses to select one or 
more of the listed Corps of Engineers 
programs, district, and division 
engineers, and the Chief of Engineers, 
will modify their procedures to conform 
to those reflected in 33 CFR 384, to the 
extent necessary and permitted by law. 
State and local officials are encouraged 
to discuss with the appropriate Division 
Engineer the benefits and costs of 
covering each Corps of Engineers 
program under the Executive Order as 
opposed to continuing to rely on existing 
coordination procedures. In evaluating 
each program, States and local officials 
should understand that any existing 
procedures based on OMB Circular A- 
95 will not necessarily remain in effect 
after 30 September 1983. 

Dated: June 17, 1983. 
James W. Ray, 


Colonel, Corps of Engineers, Executive 
Director, Engineer Staff. 


APPENDIx A.—U.S. ARmy Corps OF ENGINEERS CiviL WORKS PROGRAMS SUBJECT TO E.O. 12372 


Program 


Planning, Design and Construction of C 
Copngress 
Recreation Facilities at Completed Projects 


| Works Projects Specifically Authorized by 


Authority 


Direct Federal Development 


Section 4, Pub. L. 78-534 


Continuing Authorities Program: Planning, Design and Construction of Smail Projects 


Not Specifically Authorized by Congress 


@ Snagging and Cisaring for Flood Control (Section 208 Program) 
@ Snagging and Clearing for Navigation (Section 3 Program) 
and Shoreline Protection of 


@ Emerghency Streambank 
(Section 14 Program) 

@ Flood Control (Section 205 Program) 

@ Navigation (Section 107 Program) 

@ Beach Erosion Control (Section 103 Program) 


@ Mitigation of Shore Damage Attributable to Navigation Projects (Section 


111 Program) 
Aquatic Piant Control 


Planning Assistance to States (Section 22 Program) 
Fioodplain Management Services Program (FPMS Program) 


Section (2, Pub. L.79-14, as amended 

Section 3, Pub. L. 79-14 

Public Works | Section 14, Pub. L. 79-526, as amended 

| Section 205, Pub. L 
Section 107, Pub. L 
Section 103, Pub. L 
Section 111, Pub. L 


80-858, as amended 
86-645, as amended 

7-874, as amended 
90-483, as amended 
85-500 


Section 104, Pub. L as amended 


Federal Financial Assistance (Technica! Assistance) 


Section 22, Pub. L. 93-251 
Section 206, Pub. L. 86-645 


Each study and project is specifically authorized by Congress 


Federal domestic assistance 
catalog 


Not applicabie 


Not applicabie 


12.100. 


12.110. 
| 12.104 


Appendix B.—Listing of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Division Engineers 


Assignments for Coordination of State Processes Under E.O. 12372 


Division Engineer Army Engineer Division, 


Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer Division 


Division Engineer, Army Engineer Division, 
Division Engineer, 
Division Engineer, 
Division Engineer, 
Division Engineer, 


Army Engineer Division, 
Army Engineer Division, 
Army Engineer Division, 
Army Engineer Division, 


Division Engineer, 
Division Engineer, 
Division Engineer, 
Division Engineer, 


Army. Engineer Division, 


[FR Doc 83-17072 Filed 6-23.83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 3710-92-M 


New Engiand, 424 Trapelo Road Waltham, MA 02254 
North Atlantic, 90 Church Street, New York, NY 10007 
South Atlantic, 510 Title Building, 30 Pryor Street, S.W., Atlanta, GA 30303 


Ohio River, P.O. Box 1159, Cincinnati, OH 45201 

North Central, 536 Ciark Street, Chicago, IL 60605 

Lower Mississippi Valley, P.O. Box 80, Vicksburg, MS 39180 : 
Missouri River, P.O. Box 103 Downtown Station, Omaha, NE 68144 


Southwestern, 1114 Commerce Street, Dallas TX 75242 
. Army Engineer Division, North Pacific, P.O. Box 2870, Portland, OR 97208 ; 

Army Engineer Division, South Pacific, 630 Sansome Street, Room 1216, San Francisco, CA 94111 
. Army Engineer Division, Pacific Ocean, Building 230, Ft. Shafter, Hi 96858 


Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, 
Rhode Island, Vermont. 

Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, 
New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia. 

Alabama, Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, Puerto Rico, 
South Carolina, U.S. Virgin Isiands, 

indiana, Kentucky, Ohio, Tennessee, West Virginia. 

Iinois, jowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin. 


New Hampshire, 


... Louisiana, Mississippi. 


.| Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North 
| Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming 
Arkansas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas. 
| Alaska, idaho, Oregon, Washington 
.| Arizona, California, Nevada, Utah 
| American Samoa, Guam, Hawaii, Northern Mariana is- 
| ands, Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 
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Friday 
June 24, 1983 


Part VI 


Department of 
Education 


Office of the Secretary 


Intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Education Programs and 
Activities; Final Rule and Programs 
Subject to Executive Order 12372; Notice 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


Office of the Secretary 
34 CFR Parts 75, 76, and 79 
intergovernmental Review of the 


Department of Education Programs 
and Activities 


AGENCY: Department of Education. 
ACTION: Final Regulations. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Excecutive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance programs 
and activities of the Department of 
Education. Executive Order 12372 and 
these regulations are intended to replece 
the intergovernmental consultation 
system developed under Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-95. They also implement Section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act and Section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act to the extent those 
Acts apply to the Department's 
programs and activities. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. F. LeRoy Walser, U.S. Department of 
Education, Office of Intergovernmental 
and Interagency Affairs, Room 3073, 400 
Maryland Avenue, S.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20202. Telephone Number: (202) 
447-9043. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3120), the 
Department of Education, along with 25 
other federal agencies, published a 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) 
to carry out Executive Order 12372. 
subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. 

The Department, in conjunction with 
the other 27 federal agencies and OMB, 
published a notice in the Federal 
Register on April 21, 1983 (48 FR 17101) 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies which were 
also incorporated in the Department's 
rulemaking docket, the Department 
received approximately 160 comments 
on government-wide issues during the 
comment period. In addition, the 
Department received 39 comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of this Department's programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 


issues pertaining only to the 
Department. 

In preparing the final rule, the 
Department considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Department has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Department is fully 
committed to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 
with state and local elected officials and 
to accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 


Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order oni April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983). 
The Department’s existing requirements 
and procedures under OMB Circular A- 
95 will continue in effect until 
September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 

Allows states, after consultation with 
local officials, to establish their own 
process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate state 
and local views or explain why not; 

To the extent permitted by statutes 
and regulations, allows states to 
simplify, consolidate, or substitute state 
plans; and 

Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 
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Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A state must 
tell the federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interest 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 4 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

A designated single point of contact; 

Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 





A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is to 
be managed under the state process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or , 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
“state process recommendation” are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency's nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact but commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 


A state need not designate a single 
point ef contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, fhe federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution,ie., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or view may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed action under 
either selected or nonselected programs 
or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Department altered 
the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§§ 79.5, 79.6{a), 79.7(b), and 
79.8(c)) are new. 


Section 79.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing Section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. Nor did the NPRM 
expressly implement Section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 

The text of Sections 401 and 204 are 
printed in the Department of 
Agriculture’s final rule published 
elsewhere in this issue of the Federal 
Register (see Supplementary 
Information section of USDA’s 
document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, the 
Executive Order was amended to cite 
Section 204 as authority as well as 
Section 401. Consequently, paragraph 
(a) of this section (as well as the 
authority citation for the entire 
regulation) now cites not only the 
Executive Order but also Section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 
and Section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act. Section 79.1{b) adds mention of 
“areawide” entities in keeping with 
Section 204. Other provisions in these 
regulations carry out the Department's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 





29160 


levels. The Department, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the Department and other federal 
agencies on the one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations pre- 
suppose, and rely on, the good faith of 
federal, state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another's 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be whoily contrary to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutory responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the regulation, 
the Department is stating only that these 
regulations are not grounds for judicial 
review of agency action beyond those 
afforded by the underlying statutes. 


Section 79.2 What definitions apply to 
these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Department does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Department 
would not use the term in any but its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Department chose not to include 
2 definition of “state plans” or “federal 
financial assistance.” Experience in 
other regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the lists of state plans 
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and program inclusions and exclusions 
accompanying this rulemaking provide 
adequate operational information upon 
which state and local elected officials 
can act. 

The Department also decided not to 
try defining “unusual circumstances.” 
With respect to this term the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of discretion to 
deviate from certain requirements in 
unusual circumstances is to give federal 
agencies flexibility to deal with 
unforeseen situations and other 
problems beyond the agencies’ control. 
As stated in the preamble to the 
proposed rules, the Department expects 
to use such provisions sparingly, and 
only when absolutely necessary. Thus it 
would be counterproductive to attempt, 
through a definition, to limit this 
flexibility by anticipating all possible 
circumstances when it might be needed. 

The Department also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in Section 
79.10. In this section, the Secretary 
accepts the state process 
recommendation or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If the Department 
does not provide an accommodation in 
one of these two ways, it must provide 
an explanation. Since the Department 
believes the section describes 
sufficiently what is meant by 
accommodation, a further definition of 
the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Department considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
The Department concluded that a 
definition of this term would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Department has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term’s function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 79.3 What programs and 
activities of the Department are subject 
to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to § 79.3 of the NPRM. A 
substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 


objected to the various criteria used by 
the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 
Other commenters supported the 
Department's exclusions and the criteria 
on which they were based. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and.activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by, the proposed 
federal action. Programs and activities 
not falling into either of these categories 
are clearly outside the scope of the 
Order (e.g., Coast Guard search and 
rescue activities, procurement of 
military weapon systems). It is 
appropriate for federal agencies to 
decide which of their activities are 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). The 
sheer volume of transactions 
representing direct payments to 
individuals and the need for timely 
disbursement precludes any reasonable 
attempt at review and comment. Many 
research and development grants are 
competed on a national basis and are 
awarded for studies unrelated to the 
responsibilities or interests of state and 
local government. 

A purpose of block grant programs is 
to give funding discretion to state and 
local governments. There is little point 
in requiring state and local coordination 
of funding decisions under block grants 
when the state and local governments, 
rather than the Federal Government, 
have all the discretion with respect to 
grant applications or other decisions. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Department believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of progiam and activities 
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which are eligible for selection for a 
state process. Applications from 
nongovernmental entities are not 
covered under the Order, as noted in the 
published list of the Department's 
proposed exclusions. This generic 
exclusion has been made explicit in 

§ 79.3. 

Some commenters asked that specific 
programs of the Department be excluded 
or included under the Order. The 
Department has reviewed its proposed 
exclusions and inclusions in light of the 
Government-wide criteria used by all of 
the federal agencies in resolving these 
issues, and has made adjustments as 
necessary to ensure consistency of 
treatment among its programs. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the 
Department is publishing a notice listing 
both the programs and activities 
included under the Order, and those that 
are excluded. Included programs to 
which Section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act applies are indicated with triple 
asterisk (***). Section 204 obligations 
apply with respect to these programs 
only for projects or activities located in 
metropolitan areas. Otherwise, these 
projects are treated like any other 
program available for selection. This 
information is being published in a 
separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule to allow future changes to be 
made more conveniently. 

The Department will seek public 
comment on proposed future program or 
activity inclusions or exclusions as 
these occur. 


Section 79.4 What are the Secretary's 
general responsibilities under the 
Order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


Section 79.5 What is the Secretary's 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Department and other 
federal agencies to do more in ensuring 
that federal agencies communicate not 
only with state and local elected 
officials but also with each other. The 
Department believes that this point is 
well taken. Many programs and projects 
require information or approvals from a 
number of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Department is adding 


a new section, the language of which is 
derived from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Secretary, to 
the extent practicable, will consult with 
and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the Department regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. . 


Section 79.6 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 79.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
State submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Department 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a state process. In particular, the 
Department does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
of each local jurisdiction in a state © 
before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs {a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 79.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of ane 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Languag 
added to paragraph (c) of the final 1 rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Secretary with each change in its 
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program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
staies to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Department 
to establish deadlines for states to 
inform the Secretary of changes in 
program selections. The primary reason 
for this provision is to expedite 
processing of assistance applications 
and to reach decisions on projects at 
times of heavy workload, such as the 
end of the fiscal year. For example, 
deadlines could be set to avoid having 
to make on short notice midstream 
changes in coordination procedures. In 
addition, the Department has made 
some editorial changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 79.7, discussed below. 


Section 79.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities? 


The notice provided for by paragraph 
(b) of this section is not necessarily 
exclusive. For example, many programs 
and activities have independent 
consultation or notification 
requirements, which apply even if a 
program is not selected for a state 
process. The Department must pursue 
such notification and consultation 
practices under these authorities even 
where the program or activity is selected 
for a state process. The Department may 
also take the initiative at any time to 
contact any interested person or entity 
about one of the Department's programs 
or activities. Further, the Department 
need not rely on the state process or the 
single point of contact to bring about 
this communication or consultation. 

When the Department notifies the 
state process with respect te a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 


_ process, notification of areawide, 


regional, and local entities for purposes 
of Sections 401 and 204 is the 
responsibility of the state process. The 
single point of contact could be the 
information channel for this purpose. 
The Department need not notify 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
separately in this situation, but may do 
80. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
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commenters on how the Department 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Department 
will carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed federal financial 
assistance. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., in an 
application notice in the Federal 
Register, or in a publication widely 
available in the area potentially affected 
by the proposed federal action) or direct 
(e.g., a letter to the mayor of an affected 
city). The notice will alert the directly 
affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identifying who in 
the Department should be contacted for 
more information. 


Section 79.8 How does the Secretary 
provide states the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 79.6(c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 79.8(a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Secretary would give states at least 30 
days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes need to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Department has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
{including interstate matters) except 
with respect to federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards, for which the 
comment period would remain 30 days. 

The Secretary will establish, generally 
in the application notice published in 
the Federal Register, a date from which 
the 30 or 60 day comment period will 
begin to run. Where a program or 
activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Department will provide 
notice, including any adjustment to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities regarding the 


proposed federal action. This notice 
would also generally be given in the 
published application notice. Because 
paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Secretary will establish this starting 
date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Secretary to establish 
deadlines for submission of various 
materials is no longer necessary and has 
been deleted. When establishing 
deadlines, the Secretary will ensure that 
the state process is afforded adequate 
time to allow commenting parties to 
review and comment on the proposed 
federal financial assistance. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 79.6{a) of the NPRM. The 
provisions of this section apply to cases 
in which review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. This paragraph is 
intended to make clear that when this 
responsibility is delegated, these 
procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the state level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key step in a timely review, and that 
a full and complete application was 
generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. The Department will, to the 
maximum extent feasible, meet these 
concerns in setting the periods for 
completion of State process review of its 
programs and activities. In any case, the 
Department encourages applicants at an 
early stage to notify and talk with 
officials and entities who have the 
opportunity to review and comment on 
the applications. 

Paragraph (e) of § 79.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 79.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Secretary 
receives and responds to comments. 


Section 79.9 How does the Secretary 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 79.6(e) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Secretary's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 79.6{e) of the NPRM had 
provided that the Secretary would 
respond as provided in the Order to all 
comments from a state that are provided 
through a state office or official that acts 
as a single point of contact under the 
Order between the state and the federal 
agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
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points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Department's decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act, the 
Department has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Department 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Department is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Department. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Secretary 
to follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 79.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
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designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Department.) If these conditions are not 
met, the Secretary will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Adminstration’s view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the 
Department will always fully consider 
all comments it receives, whether 
submitted under these regulations or 
through other channels. 

The Department's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Department's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. Mr. President, 
However, several commenters said that 
it would be difficult to achieve or 
undesirable to attempt consensus with 
respect to some projects or programs. 
Many of these comments were in 
connection with the 30-day review 
period proposed by the NPRM, saying 
that more than 30 days was needed if 
consensus were to be reached. The 
extension of the review period to 60 
days in the final rule should mitigate 
this concern. 

In addition, the Department will 
respond as provided in Section 79.10 to 
a state process recommendation which 
does not represent a consensus. This 
means that the single point of contact 


will not have to submit a 
recommendation representing 
unanimous agreement for the 
recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the states 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Department. 
Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
if there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities if a 
state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Department before 
the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their comments directly to the 
Department concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process. 
Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Department all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as Sections 401 and 204 
specify, the Department considers all 
views from state, areawide, regional, 
and local entities or officials. It should 
also reassure commenters that the views 
of concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 
_ In paragraphs (c) and (d), the 
Department makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 
state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 
if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process 
recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
may submit comments to the applicant 
or to the Department. The Department is 
obligated to consider these comments. 
Paragraph (d) makes a similar provision 
for situations where the state process 
does not cover a particular program or 
activity of the Department. 
Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Department's obligation to consider all 
the comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
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and entities, whether they are 
transmitted through a single point of 
contact or otherwise provided to the 
Department. This obligation derives 
directly from Sections 401 and 204. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that the Department and other federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies should not 
act on an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although the Department recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Department does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. 


Section 79.10 How does the Secretary 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact, the Department becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Department need 
not accommodate or explain comments 
that (1) do not constitute or form the 
state process recommendation, or (2) are 
not provided through a single point of 
contact. The Department will fully 
consider all such comments, but there 
will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section provides 
that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. - 
This is not to say that the Department 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 
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whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurs, the Department 
will always send a written explanation 
of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Department will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Department believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance, a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Department believes that ten days will 
be adequate time for the state process to 
formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Department has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Department has made a 
telephone call (or other communication 
in addition to the required written 
explanation) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the 
Department sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Department will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the 
Department sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Department will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Department's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in accordance with law 
and in a sound financial manner. 


Section 79.11 What are the Secretary’s 
obligations in interstate situations? 


This section is based on § 79.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 


. 


comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases except noncompeting continuation 
awards. 

The Department received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
situations. Most of the these comments 
asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
did not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
interstate metropolitan areas and the 
designated areawide entities that 
represent them. 

The Department does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Department's interest to have affected 
states mutually agree on the 
Department's programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
department will work with officials of 
states involved in an interstate situation 
in an attempt to secure this agreement. 
This should not be a regulatory 
requirement, however. 

The Department believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Department will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Department with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph {a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Department if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washingion, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Department, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Department 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
If a state process recommendation 
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differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state’s single point of contact, 
the Department would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 


Section 79.12 How may a state 
simplify, consolidate or substitute 
Federally required state plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. The Department did receive a 
number of comments on this section, 
however, which were carefully 
considered in preparing the final 
regulations. 

Several commenters were concerned 
that state plan consolidation would lead 
to a lack of federal monitoring and a 
substantial weakening of enforcement of 
state compliance with statutory and 
regulatory requirements. The 
Department wants to make it 
unequivocally clear that it will continue 
to require states to meet all federal 
statutory and regulatory requirements. 
The Department will not approve any 
plan that does not meet these 
requirements. Further, we will continue 
to monitor the states to assure that they 
implement their programs in compliance 
with those statutory and regulatory 
requirements. This provision does not 
permit states to ignore the requirements; 
it merely allows the States to use their 
own planning and budgeting processes 
to design plans that meet those 
requirements without detailed federal 
guidance that is not contained in 
applicable statutes or regulations. Any 
consolidated, simplified, or substituted 
state plan would be carefully reviewed 
to ensure that the plan meets all 
applicable statutory and regulatory 
provisions. 

Several commenters believed that this 
provision would allow states to 
consolidate programs and commingle 
separate federal categorical program 
funds, and that this is simply an attempt 
to permit states to develop “block 
grants” without amending the 
underlying legislation. The Department 
emphasizes that states will not be 
allowed to consolidate programs or 
commingle funds (nor does it permit the 
states to shift federal funds from one 
program to another). This is not an 
attempt to provide informal “block 
grants”. States must continue to meet 
program statutory and regulatory 
requirements governing the expenditure 
of federal funds for targeted groups of 
eligible people and the administration of 
categorical programs. This provision 
simply provides the states a greater 
opportunity to conduct planning across 
program lines to ensure the most 
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effective and efficient use of categorical 
federal funds (e.g., to identify gaps and 
overlaps in services). 

A number of commenters questioned 
the advisability of permitting states to 
consolidate specific plans (i.e., 
education of handicapped children, 
rehabilitative services) with other plans. 
They recommended that these plans be 
excluded from the plan consolidation 
provisions of the Order. Their concerns 
included a fear that the programs would 
lose visibility, a belief that each program 
is so unique in its purposes and 
requirements that federal mandates 
cannot be met in a consolidated plan, 
skepticism that the states would in fact 
save any paperwork by consolidating 
plans, and the contention that states 
would not find it useful to consolidate 
plans. 

The experience of the Department of 
Health and Human Services in its 10- 
state Planning Reform Project has 
demonstrated that: (a) federal statutory 
and regulatory planning requirements 
for diverse Federal programs can be met 
in consolidated plans; (b) inclusion in a 
consolidated plan provides an 
opportunity for the programs to increase 
their visibility because they can 
demonstrate to the governor, the 
legislature, and the general public that 
_ the services needed by their clients 
extend beyond the narrow federally- 
funded categorical program; (c) states 
were able to save paperwork and reduce 
federally-imposed administrative 
burdens (in several cases, states saved 
over 1,000 pages) simply by eliminating 
duplicative information and developing 
their own formats; and (d) the 
consolidated plans were more 
understandable and useful to governors, 
department directors, legislatures and 
the general public, because they 
contained more information in common 
taxonomies and formats. 

However, the Department has 
determined, because of the concerns 
expressed by the commenters, not to 
include the state plan under Part B of 
the Education of the Handicapped Act 
under Section 79.12 of the regulations. If 
a decision were made at a later date to 
propose to add this or other state plans 
under the regulations, the Department 
would first publish a notice in the 
Federal Register asking for public 
comment. 

For other state plan programs, the 
Department recognizes that since the 
requirements of the programs vary, and 
since the organizational structures and 
priorities vary among the states, plan 
consolidation may not be appropriate in 
a particular state, or, because of 
statutory or regulatory constraints, for a 
program in a particular year. For these 


reasons, we have left plan 
consolidation, substitution, and 
simplification for those programs at the 
option of the states, subject to any 
applicable statutory or regulatory 
restrictions. 

One commenter recommended that 
the Department establish an appeals 
process under these regulations, to deal 
with situations in which the Department 
disapproves modified state plans. The 
Department believes that a new appeals 
process is not necessary, because the 
states can appeal any proposed 
disapproval through normal appeal 
mechanisms. In addition, before the 
Department would make a final 
determination to disapprove any plan, it 
would work with the states to resolve 
problems that impede approval. 

Some concern was expressed about 
the statement in.the preamble to the 
NPRM that the Secretary did not expect 
ever to have to disapprove a state plan. 
This statement was merely intended to 
underscore the Secretary's confidence, 
based on the Department's experience, 
that any differences with the states can 
be worked out, through negotiation, in 
accordance with all applicable statutory 
or regulatory requirements. The 
Department, and the Office of Education 
before it, has always been able to 
negotiate and approve state plans that 
meet all applicable legal requirements. 
These regulations have no effect on 
those requirements, and the Department 
is fully committed to enforce all existing 
statutory and regulatory requirements 
that apply to these state plans. 

A few commenters recommended 
there be a federal “single point of 
contact” for state plans or other 
purposes. In consultation with OMB and 
other federal agencies the Department 
has concluded that this recommendation 
should not be adopted because each 
federal agency must retain its existing 
authority and responsibility for 
approving state plans. However, the 
Department and other federal agencies 
will each designate an official to 
coordinate the provision of technical 
assistance to states on these matters. 
The Department will retain sole 
responsibility for reviewing, approving, 
and monitoring state plans under its 
programs, however. In addition, the 
federal agencies having state plans 
intend to establish an informal 
interagency steering, group, which will 
meet quarterly to discuss state plan 
matters. Through this steering group, as 
well as by interagency contacts in 
specific situations, federal agencies will 
coordinate with each other in cases 
when states consolidate plans across 
federal lines. This coordination should 
promote consistent determinations 
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among and within agencies on state 
plans. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the federal agencies develop a model 
state plan format that could be used by 
the states. While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific state questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other states), we believe 
that states should be free to develop 
their own formats to reflect their own 
situations. Consequently, the : 
Department will not develop model 
formats. 

A list of state plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated, or substituted 
for, appears elsewhere in today's 
Federal Register and will be updated 
periodically. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
general comments made to the 
Department. Several commenters said 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget should have a stronger oversight 
role, thus ensuring that federal agencies 
carry out their obligations under the 
Order and these regulations. 

Behind these comments seems to be a 
concern that federal agencies are not 
really interested in consulting with state 
and local governments and a view that, 
in the absence of an OMB “policing” 
role, agencies would tend to igndre these 
obligations. 

The Department is fully committed to 
implementing all of the provisions of the 
Order and these regulations, and will 
act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Department's obligations. 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
forcefully is an important part of the 
Administration's Federalism policy, and 
the Administration's policymaking 
officials intend the policy to be carried 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
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programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Department are responsible to 
the Secretary, who in turn is responsible 
to the President for carrying out 
important Administration policy. 

Finally, a number of commenters 
reminded the Department and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental! impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Department will continue 
to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the 
Department will work with states to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state’s 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Department will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to Federal agencies relating 
the these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 

The Department has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Department and 
aliow state and local governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. For this reason, the 
Department believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently the Department certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 


that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This rule is not 
subject to section 3504(h) of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, since it does 
not require the collection or retention of 
information. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
does not apply.) 
Dated: June 16, 1983. 
T. H. Bell, 
Secretary of Education. 


List of Subjects in 34 CFR Part 79 


Grant programs—education, Grants 
administration, Intergovernmental 
relations, State-administered 
programs. 

1. The Secretary amends Title 34 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations by 
adding a new Part 79 to read as follows: 


PART 79—iINTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 
79.1 Whafis the purpose of these 
regulations? 

79.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

79.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? ~ 

79.4 What are the Secretary's general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

79.5 What is the Secretary's obligation with 
respect to federal interagency 
coordinations? 

79.6 What procedures apply to the selection 
of programs and activities under these 
regulations? 

79.7 How does the Secretary communicate 
with state and local officials concerning 
the Department’s programs and 
activities? 

79.8 How does the Secretary provide states 
an opportunity to comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance? 

79.8 How does the Secretary receive and 
respond to comments? 

79.10 How does the Secretary make efforts 
to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

79.11. What are the Secretary's obligations 
in interstate situations? 

79.12. How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

79.13 [Reserved] 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 
1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 
(48 FR 15887); Sec. 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506); Section 204 of 
the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 3334). 


§ 79.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 


(a) The regulations in this Part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
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“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmenta! Cooperation Act of 
1968 and Section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional, and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Department, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Department or its officers. 


(E.O. 12372) 


§ 79.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 


“Department” means the U.S. 
Department of Education. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, amended 
April 8, 1983, and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
the U.S. Department of Education or an 
official or employee of the Department 
acting for the Secretary under a 
delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


{E.O. 12372) 


§ 79.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
reguiations? 

(a) The Secretary publishes in the 
Federal Register a list of the 
Department's program and activities 
that aye subject to these regulations and 
identifies which of these are subject to 
the requirements of Section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 

(b) Transactions with 
nongovernmental entities, including 
state postsecondary educational 
institutions and federally recognized 
Indian tribal governments, are not 
covered by these regulations. 


(E.O. 12372) 
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§79.4 What are the Secretary's general 
responsibilities under the Order? 


(a) The Secretary provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would provide the 
nonfederal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed federal 
financial assistance from the 
Department. 

(b) If a state adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed federal financial assistance, 
the Secretary, to the extent permitted by 
law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine official views of state and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
state and local elected official's 
concerns with proposed federal 
financial assistance that are 
communicated through the state process; 

(4) Allows the states to simplify and 
consolidate existing federally required 
state plan submissions; 

(5) Where state planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of state plans for federally 
required state plans; 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected state and local elected officials 
in one state with those of another state 
when proposed federal financial 
assistance has an impact on interstate 
metropolitan urban centers or other 
interstate areas; and 

(7) Supports state and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 
planning organization which is federally 
funded, which has a limited purpose, 
and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
state or local elected officials. 


(E.O. 12372, Sec. 2) 


§ 79.5 What is the Secretary’s obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 


The Secretary, to the maximum extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Department regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


(E.O. 12372) 


§ 79.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 79.3 for 
intergovernmental review under these 
regulations. Each state, before selecting 


_ programs and activities, shall consult 


with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Secretary of the 
Department's programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Secretary of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the state shall submit to 
the Secretary an assurance that the 
state has consulted with local elected 
officials regarding the change. The 
Department may establish deadlines by 
which states are required to inform the 
Secretary of changes in their program 
selections. 

(d) The Secretary uses a state’s 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Secretary is notified of its 
selections. 


(E.O. 12372, Sec. 2) 


§ 79.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local officiais 
concerning the Department’s programs and 
activities? 

(a) [Reserved] 

(b) (1) The Secretary provides notice 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed federal financial assistance if: 

(i) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(ii) The assistance involves a program 
or activity not selected for the state 
process. 

(2) This notice may be made by 
publication in the Federal Register or 
other means which the Secretary 
determine appropriate. 


(E.O. 12372, Sec. 2) 


§ 79.8 How does the Secretary provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Secretary gives state processes or 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities: 

(1) At least 30 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards; and 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
other than noncompeting continuation 
awards. 
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(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 

(c) Applicants for programs and 
activities subject to Section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Act shell allow areawide agencies a 60- 
day opportunity for review and 
comment. 


(E.O. 12372, Sec. 2) 


§ 79.9 How does the Secretary receive 
and respond to comments? 

(a) The Secretary follows the 
procedure in § 79.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation fora 
program selected under § 79.6 

(b) (1) The single point of contact is 
not obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional, or local 
officials and entities if there is no state 
process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Department. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Department. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Department by the 
single point of contact, the Secretary 
follows the procedures of § 79.10. 

(e) The Secretary considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Secretary 
is not required to apply the procedures 
of § 79.10 of this Part, if those comments 
are provided by a single point of 
contact, or directly to the Department by 
a commenting party. 

(E.O. 12372, Sec. 2) 


§ 79.10 How does the Secretary make 
efforts to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Department through its single point of 
contact, the Secretary either— 
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(1) Accepts the recommendation; 


(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 


(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of the 
decision in such form as the Secretary 
deems appropriate. The Secretary may 
also supplement the written explanation 
by providing the explanation to the 
single point of contact by telephone, 
other telecommunication, or other 
means. 


(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Secretary informs the single point of 
contact that: 


(1) The Department will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 


(2) The Secretary has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 


(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of the notification. 


(E.O. 12372, Sec. 2) 


§ 79.11 What are the Secretary's 
obligations in interstate situations? 


(a) The Secretary is responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance that has an impact 
on interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying apprcpriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the 
Department’s program or activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Department's program or activity; 

(4) Responding under § 79.10 if the 
Secretary receives a recommendation 
from a designated areawide agency 
transmitted by a single point of contact, 
in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 

(b) In an interstate situation subject to 
this section, the Secretary uses the 
procedures in § 79.10 if a state process 
provides a state process 
recommendation to the Department 
through a single point of contact. 


{E.O. 12372, Sec. 2(e)) 
§ 79.12 How may a state simplify, 


consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 


(a) As used in this section: 


(1) “Simplify” means that a state may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a state plan. 

(2) “Consolidate” means that a state 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
state can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a state 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet Federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 
state may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans without prior 
approval by the Secretary. 

(c) The Secretary reviews each state 
plan that a state has simplified, 
consolidated, or substituted and accepts 
the plan only if its contents meet federal 
requirements. 


(E.O. 12372, Sec. 2) 
§ 79.13 


§§ 75.170, 75.171, 75.172, 75.173 and 76.105 
[Removed] 

2. The Secretary further amends Title 
34 of the Code of Federal Regulations by 
removing Sections 75.170, 75.171, 75.172, 
75.173 and 76.105. 

[FR Doc. 83-16649 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M 


{Reserved] 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Office of the Secretary 


Notice of Programs Subject to 
Executive Order 12372 


AGENCY: Department of Education. 


ACTION: Notice of Programs Subject to 
Executive Order 12372. 


SUMMARY: This notice identifies the 
Department's programs that are subject 
to the provisions of Executive order 
12372 and the regulations in 34 CFR Part 
79 (published elsewhere in today’s 
Federal Register. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. F. LeRoy Walser, U.S. Department of 
Education, Office of Intergovernmental 
and Interagency Affairs, Room 3073, 400 
Maryland Avenue, SW., Washington, 
D.C. 20202, Telephone: (202) 447-9043. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 the Department 
published a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (48 FR 3120) to implement 
Executive Order 12372. As part of the 
proposed rulemaking, the Department 
published a list of its programs that 
were proposed for inclusion under the 
Order. The Department also published 
the general Government-wide criteria 
used by federal agencies in identifying 
the programs covered under the Order, 
and a list of programs proposed for 
exclusion from coverage. The 
Department solicited comments on the 
proposed inclusions and exclusions. 
This notice reiterates the Government- 
wide criteria for the information of the 
public and provides the final lists of 
programs included and excluded from 
coverage under the regulations to be 
codified at 34 CFR Part 79. 

Appendix A to this notice contains the 
general criteria used by federal agencies 
to determine the programs covered 
under the Order. Appendix B contains 
the final list of programs subject to the 
regulations at 34 CFR Part 79. Appendix 
C contains the final list of programs 
excluded from coverage under 34 CFR 
Part 79. Appendix D contains a list of 
the Department's programs for which 
state plan submissions are eligible for 
simplification, consolidation, or 
substitution under 34 CFR 79.12. 

In the future, if the Department 
proposes to change these lists by adding 
or deleting programs, the Department 
will publish the proposed changes in the 
Federal Register for public comment. 


Dated: June 16, 1983. 
T. H. Bell, 
Secretary of Education. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
number not applicable) 


Appendix A—General Criteria Used by 


Federal Agencies in Identifying the Scope of 
Executive Order 12372 


The categories of exclusions were prepared 
to help agencies identify which programs or 
activities should be subject to the provisions 
of E. O. 12372. Three categories of exclusions 
are presented: generic, class, and individual. 
Subcategories list the types of programs or 
activities covered within.each category. 

To help in the identification, two examples 
of inclusions—programs and activities 
subject to the provisions of the Executive 
Order—are also described. Thege are not the 
only programs and activities subject to the 
Executive Order. These examples are 
presented because related programs and 
activities are covered in the class exclusion 
category. 

1. Generic Exclusions: Those programs or 
activities excluded by previously announced 
administration policy are: 

a. Proposed federal legislation, regulations, 
and budget formulation. 

b. Direct payments to individuals. (See also 
2d.) 

c. Classified programs or activities where 
forma! consultation would endanger national 
security. 

d. Financial transfers for which federal 
agencies have no funding discretion or direct 
authority to approve specific sites or projects. 
(Examples include): 

(1) General Revenue Sharing; 

(2) Payments in lieu of taxes; 

(3) Funds, allocated by formula, from sale 
receipts or proceeds from products/resources 
on federal lands; 

(4) Block grants which are characterized 
by: 
(a) Substantial flexibility being given state 
and local governments to allocate funds 
among different areas of effort and between 
state and locally derived priorities; and 

{b) An absence of requirements that the 
recipient submit satisfactory plans or 
proposals for the use of these grant monies 
before the funds are provided. 

e. Programs and activities directly 
administered by a federally recognized tribal 
government. 

2. Class Exclusions: Those additional 
activities or programs determined not to be 
within the definition of financial assistance, 
direct federal development, or federal 
licensing or permitting under the Executive 
Order and thereby excluded are: 

a. Certain financial transactions such as: 
standard procurement contracts; letter 
contracts; basic ordering agreements; 
purchase orders; joint ventures; job orders; 
acceptance of offers; operating funds for 
government-owned/contractor-operated 
facilities (GOCO); subawards under 
contracts, grant, or cooperative agreements; 
public utility contracts; consulting services; 
commodity purchases; payment of claims; 
leases and easements of a non-major nature; 
purchase of notes, stock, or bonds; and land 
grants. 
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b. Research, development, and 
demonstration other than that specified in the 
description of inclusions below. 

c. Criminal or civil enforcement matters. 

d. Direct financial assistance between the 
federal government and a non-governmental 
entity, such as a non-profit organization, 
business, corporation, association, private 
school or university. However, certain 
research, development, and demonstration 
awards to such non-governmental entities 
may be included (see 4 below}. (A 
governmental entity is any state; independent 
state organization, board or commission; 
general purpose local government; special 
purpose local or regional government; council 
of government; non-profit organization 
established by state law or local ordinance 
exclusively to provide a governmental 
service and the substantial portion of the 
funding for which is federal. State and 
municipal colleges and universities are 
considered a non-governmental entity for the 
purposes of this memorandum. 

Programs or activities with eligible 
recipients who may be either governmental 
or non-governmental entities: Some programs 
or activities have as eligible recipients both 
governmental and non-governmental entities, 
including individuals and private sector 
organizations. Under this paragraph 
programs or activities providing assistance to 
non-governmental entities can be excluded. 
The issue raised was whether such a program 
or activity should be excluded in its entirety 
because some of the potential recipients 
would qualify it for an exclusion. Our 
determination is that such a mix of recipients 
does not, by itself, allow the exclusion of a 
program or activity. Instead, agencies may 
choose either of two alternatives: 1.) to 
include these nongovernmental entities 
within the scope and subject some to the 
state process by not excluding the program, 
or, 2.) to exempt transactions with non- 
governmental entities from the 
intergovernmental review and consultation 
requirements by referencing such an 
exemption in their rulemaking. 

e. Academic training and institutional aid 
grants; receipts from federally financed 
fellowships; scholarships; and student loans 
by institutions of higher education. 

f. Federal rate-setting for utility services 
provided to state or local governments by the 
Federal Government. 

g. A non-governmental entity's consultation 
with state or local government officials or 
securing state or local government review, 
approval, or certification, as a condition of 
receiving a federal or federally authorized 
license or permit. 

3. Individual Exclusions: Those programs 
or activities that may be excluded on request 
of a federal agency. Requests for exclusions 
will be evaluated against the following 
qualifying factors and criteria: 

a. A federal constitutional or statutory 
preemption precludes any state or local 
government jurisdiction over or responsibility 
for the individual federal program or activity, 
and recommendations or views of state or 
local governments can have little or no 
bearing on federal decisions in this area; 
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b. Meaningful consultation for the program | CFOA | 
or activity would breech financial, business, — 
or trade secret confidentiality required by ae ee er % 
federal statute; ; Chapter 1 of ECIA, 

c. Affects other countries, particularly on Projects Operated 
matters of common interest to the United by case 

ucation 

States and Canada or Mexico, and the calofal Aasuden animal Gaaete. yen 
consultation requirements of the Executive indian Education—Special Programs and Projects Chapter 1 of ECIA, 
Order would interfere with the conduct of to Improve Educational Opportunities for indian Ste 
foreign policy; Children ministration. 

d. Intergovernmental review consistent indian Education—Adut indian Education 


Chapter 1 of ECIA, | 
: . “ . Bilingual Vocational Training... j Projects Operated 
. hetantially 
with the Executive Order w ould substantial Y Regional Educetion Programe tor Des! and Other | 
impede the achievement of Presidentially or 


by SEA’s for 
Handicapped persons... .| 84.078 
Congressionally established national goals. 


Children in State- | 
Women’s Educational Equity ... 84.083 Operated 
4. Selected Examples of Included Programs _—_ Strengthening Research L ibrery Resources 84.091 
and Activities: 


Institutions for 
Bilingual Vocational instructor Training | 84.089 
These programs and activities are 


Neglected or 
Bilingual Vocational instructional Materials, Meth- 
considered as being within the scope of the 


Delinquent Youth. 
ods, and Techniques... - ; 43 Nationa! Resource 
Vocational Education—State ‘Plann 9 and | Evalua- 
Executive Order and subject to its 
intergovernmental review provisions. 


Center 
tion.. National Resource 
7 Fellowships. 
Territorial Teacher ‘Training ‘Assistance Program | 84.124 thigdiiniieabe 
2 : Rehabilitation Services—Basic Support... peas | een 
a. The following forms of federal assistance _ Rehabilitation Services—Client Assistance Projects ..|64.126F eae 
or financial transactions with government Rehabilitation Services—Migratory Worker Voca- | 
entities: grants; cooperative agreements; 
subsidies; loans; loan guarantees; insurance; 
technical assistance; expert information or 


Studies and 
tional Rehabilitation Service Projects 184.1286 
counseling; property donations; real property 


Program name 


Vocational Education—Special Programs for the | 
Disadvantaged ... | 84.052 
Vocational Education—State Advisory Councils 84.053 
Indien Education—Entitlement Grants to Local Edu- 
84.060 | 


84.061 
| 84.062 
84.077 | 


84.100 


| 64.121 


Foreign Language 
a : Program. 
Centers for Independent Living. ; | 84.132 international 
Migrant Education—interstate and Intrastete Co- | 
ordination Program... este = seavere| 84.144 


Research and 
| Studies. 
College Housing Loans ®... 84.142 


acquisition or disposal; including obtaining 


major leases or easements; program or 
activities (other than General Revenue 
Sharing) receiving an exception to the 
provisions of the Federal Grant and 


Cooperative Agreement Act of 1977, Pub. L 


95-224. 
b. A research, development, or 
demonstration program or activity; 


(1) Which has a unique geographic focus 
and is directly relevant to the governmental 
responsibilities of a state or local government 


within that geographic area; or 


2) Which necessitates the preparation of 
an Environmental Impact Statement under 


NEPA; or 

(3) Which is to be newly initiated at a 
particular site or location and does not 
necessitate the preparation of an 
Environmentai Impact Statement, but 
requires unusual measures to limit the 


possibility of adverse exposure or hazard to 


the general public (for example: special 


protective containment or shielding facilities 


or air, land, or water buffer zones). 


Appendix B—Department of Education 


Programs Included Under 34 CFR Part 79° 


Program name 


Adult education—State Administered Program 

Bilingual Education............ 

Titie IV of the Civil Rights Act ‘of 1 1964 

Migrant Education feed State Formula Grant 
Program .... ‘ 

Follow Through iach 

Handicapped Early Childhood Assistance 

Handicapped innovative Programs—Deaf-Blind 
Centers .. 

Handicapped Media ‘Services and Captioned Films? 

Handicapped Preschool and School Programs 

Handicapped Regional Resource Centers 

Handicapped Teacher Recruitment and Information 

Public Library Services................ 

interlibrary Cooperation......... 

Schoo! Assistance in Federally Affected Areas— | 
Construction .... 

Vocational Education—Basic Grants to States 

Vocational Education—Consumer and Homemaking | 
Education... 

Vocational Esducation—Program improvement and 


Federal Rea! Property Assistance Program 64.145 

Transition Program for Refugee Children 84.146 

The following programs authorized by Subchapter 
D of Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidation 
and improvement Act .. 

Nationai Diffusion Network ‘Program ‘law, Reiated | 
Education Program Inexpensive Book Distribution | 
Program Arts in Education Program Alocho! and | 
Drug Abuse Program ... 

Negiected or Delinquent Transition ‘Services 

General Assistance for the Virgin Islands 





"1 Financial assistance transactions with Federally recog- 
nized indian Tribal governments and nongovernmental enti- 
ties, including siate postsecondary educationai institutions, 
are excluded from coverage under 34 CFR Part 79. 

2 Research, development, or demonstration projects which 
do not have a unique geographic focus and are not directly 
relevant to the governmental responsibilities of a state or 
local government within that —- area are excluded 
from coverage under 34 CFR Part 7: 

* This program is subject to Section 204 of the Demonstra- 
tion Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 (42 
U.S.C. 3334) 

* Number not assigned 


Appendix C—Department of Education 
Programs Excluded From 34 CFR Part 79 


cata - sine ven 
| 


Basis for exclusion— 
Progr : 
an ene category 


interest Subsidy 
Grants for 
Academic 
Facilities Loans. 

Bilingual Education- 
Fellowship 
Program. 

Bilingual Education- 
School of 
Education 
Projects. 

College Ltorary 
Resources 

Supplemental 
Education 
Opportunity 
Grants 

Chapter 1 of the 
Education 
Consoiidation and 
Improvement 
Act—Handicapped | 
Children in State 
Operated or 
Supported 


| 84.003 


| 84.003 


| 2(d) 


| 2(d), (e) 





Teacher Exchange 
Fulbright-Hays 
Faculty Research 
Abroad Program 
in Foreign 
Language and 
Area Studies. 
Foreign Curriculum 
Consuitants. 
Group Projects 
Abroad for Non- 
Western 
Language and 
Area Studies. 
Fulbright-Hays 
Doctoral 
Dissertation 
Research Abroad 
Program for 
Foreign Language 
and Area Studies. 
Handicapped 
Research and 
Demonstration 
Training Personnel 
for the 
Handicapped. 
Special Needs 
Program. 
Strengthening 
Program. 
Challenge Grant 
Program 


Guaranteed Student 


Loan Program 
Special 
Aliowance/ 
Interest Payments. 
Federaily insured 
Student Loan. 
Auxiliary Loans 
(PLUS) Special 
Allowance. 


| College Work-Study ... 


Library Training 


| National Defense/ 


Direct Student 
~ Loan 
Cancellations 


| National Direct 


Student Loan 
Library Research 

and 

Demonstration. 


| School Assistance 


in Federally 
Affected Areas— 
Maintenance and 
Operations. 


| Special Services for 


Disadvantaged 
Students. 


| Talent Search 











1(d) 


1(d) 


2(q), (e) 


| 2(d) 


2(d), 2(e) 


2id), 2(e) 


2(b) 


| 1d) 
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2(d) 


1(d), 2(d) 


«| 10) 
2(d) 


84.066 
1(d), 3{ad 


1(e) 


Appendix D—Department of Education 


Programs Eligible for Simplification, 
Consolidation, and Substitution Under 34 


CFR Part 79.12 


Program name 


Adu Education—Siate Administered ee 





interlibrary Cooperation... 4 
Vocational Education—Basic ‘Grants to States........... 
Vocational Education—Consumer and Homemaking 


the Di 
Title IV, Higher 
Education Act, 


National Center 

for Education 

Statistics. 
(FR Doc. 83-16650 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-™ 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
10 CFR Parts 600 and 1005 


Intergovernmental Review of 
Department of Energy Programs and 
Activities and Financial Assistance 
Rules 


AGENCY: Energy Department. 
ACTION: Final Rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development programs and 
activities of the Department of Energy. 
Executive Order 12372 and these 
regulations are intended to replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-95. They 
also implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. In 
addition the Department is issuing a 
conforming amendment to 10 CFR 
600.11. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Thomas Reynolds, Business and 
Financial Policy Branch (MA-421.2), 
Procurement and Assistance 
Management Directorate, Department 
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, D.C. 20585. 

Mary Ann Masterson, Office of the 
Assistant General for Procurement 
and Incentives (GC-44), Department 
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, D.C. 20585. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 

January 24, 1983 {48 FR 3130), the 

Department of Energy. along with 25 

other federal agencies, published 

Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 

(NPRM) to carry out Executive Order 

12372 or notices proposing that their 

programs not be subject to the Order. 

Subsequently, two more agencies 

published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 

total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. The Department, in 
conjunction with the other 27 federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 

thé Federal Register on April 21, 1983 (48 

FR 17101) reopening the comment 

period, scheduling a public meeting for 

May 5, 1983, and requesting comments 

on several tentative responses to 

comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the 
Department's rulemaking docket, the 
Department received approximately 160 
comments on government-wide issues 
during the comment period. In addition, 


the Department received 18 comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of this Department's programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 
issues pertaining only to the 
Department. 

In preparing the final rule, the 
Department considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Department has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Department is fully 
committed to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 
with state and local elected officals and 
to accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983). 
The Department's existing requirements 
and procedures under OMB Circular A- 
95 will continue in effect until 
September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1962). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 

—Allows states, after consultation 
with local officials, to establish their 
own process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—lIncreases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate state 
and local views or explain why; 

—Allows states to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute state plans; 
and, 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 
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Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
strategy for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 


for the state process: (1) A state must 


tell the federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs, 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) will continue in effect, including 
those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of 
contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and 
manage the review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 
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—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is to 
be managed under the state process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. For 
any proposed action under a selected 
program or activity, the state has among 
its options those of: Preparing and 
transmitting a state process 
recommendation through the single 
point of contact; forwarding the views of 
commenting officials and entities 
without a recommendation; and not 
subjecting the proposed action to state 
process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration.of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process.recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency's nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can then submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 


A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus,—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being feviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to such a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed action under 
either selected or nonselected programs 
or activities. 


Section-by-Section-Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Department altered 
the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 
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Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§§ 1005.5, 1005.6(a), 1005.7(b), 
and 1005.8(c)) are new. 


Section 1005.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. The text of section 401 
is printed in this issue (see 
Supplementary Information section of 
USDA's document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, 
paragraph (a) of this section (as well as 
the authority citation for the entire 
regulation) now cites not only the 
Executive Order but also section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 
Other provisions in these regulations 
carry out the Department’s 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Department, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
td foster improved cooperation between 
the Department and other federal 
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agencies on one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations pre- 
suppose, and rely on, the good faith of 
federal, state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another's 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary to their purpose. 

Agencies have statutory 
responsibilities under the laws on which 
these rules are based. In some cases, 
courts have held agency actions to be 
judicially reviewable under these 
statutes. By retaining paragraph (c) in 
the regulation, the Department is stating 
only that these regulations are not 
grounds for judicial review of agency 
action beyond those afforded by the 
underlying statutes. 


Section 1005.2 What definitions apply 
to these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Department does'not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Department 
would not use the term in any but its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Department chose not to include 
a definition of “state plans,” “direct 
federal development,” or “federal 
financial assistance.” Experience in 
other regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the lists of state plans 
and program inclusions accompanying 
this rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

The Department also decided not to 
try defining “emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 


circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, the 
Department expects to use such 
provisions sparingly, and only when 
absolutely necessary. Thus it would be 
counterproductive to attempt, through a 
definition, to limit the scope of this 
flexibility by anticipating all possible 
circumstances when it might be needed. 

The Department also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in section 
1005.10. In this section, the Secretary 
accepts the state process 
recommendation or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If the Department 
does not provide an accommodation in 
one of these two ways, it must provide 
an explanation. Since the Department 
believes the section describes 
sufficiently what is meant by 
accommodation, a further definition of 
the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Department considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
The Department concluded that a 
definition of this term would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Department has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term’s function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble, 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 1005.3 What programs and 
activities of the Department are subject 
to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to certain federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide the non-federal funds for, or are 
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directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 
clearly outside the scope of the Order 
(e.g., Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities, procurement of military 
weapon systems). Many national 
security actions, even those affecting 
state and local jurisdictions, involve 
classified information. It is meaningless 
to expect state and local review of 
national security matters, for example, 
when access to the plans or documents 
for the proposed federal action is not 
possible for national security reasons. It 
is appropriate for federal agencies to 
decide which of their activities are 
intended to come under the scope of the 
Executive Order. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). Many 
research and development grants are 
competed on a national basis and are 
awarded for studies unrelated to the 
responsibilities or interests of state and 
local government nor do they directly 
affect them. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Department believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of program and activities 
which are eligible for selection for a 
state process. However, in response to 
comments, the Department has reviewed 
the criteria for exclusion as well as the 
particular exclusions that were 
proposed in January. These criteria and 
particular exclusions are discussed in 
more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the 
Department is publishing a notice listing 
these “included” programs and 
activities. This information is being 
published in a separate notice rather 
than as part of this rule in order to allow 
future changes to be made more 
conveniently. The Department will seek 
public comment on proposed future 
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program or activity exclusions as these 
occur. 


Section 1005.4 What are the 
Secretary's general responsibilities 
under the Order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


Section 1005.5 What is the Secretary’s 
obligation with respect to federal! 
interagency coordination? 

Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Department and other 
federal agencies to do more in ensuring 
that federal agencies communicate not 
only with state and local elected , 
officials but also with each other. The 
Department believes that this point is 
well taken. Many programs and projects 
require information or approvals from a 
number of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Department is adding 
a new § 1005.5, the language of which is 
derived from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Secretary, to 
the extent practicable, will consult with 
and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the Department regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. 


Section 1005.6 What procedures apply 
to the selection of programs and 
activities under these regulations? 


Paragraph {a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register notice 
prescribed by § 1005.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB's 


Letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Department 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a state process. In particular, the 
Department does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
of each local jurisdiction in a state 
before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs {a}, (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 1005.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to § 1005.6{c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Secretary with each change in its 
program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Department 
to establish deadlines for states to 
inform the Secretary of changes in 
program selections. The primary reason 
for this provision is to expedite 
processing of assistance applications 
and to reach decisions on projects at 
times of heavy workload, such as the 
end of the fiscal year. For example, 
deadlines could be set to avoid having 
to make, on short notice, midstream 
changes in coordination procedures. In 
addition, the Department has made 
some editiorial changes for better 
clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures would apply when a state 
chooses not to adopt a process under 
the Order or when a particular program 
or activity is not selected for a state 
process. This question is answered in 
paragraph (b) of § 1005.7, discussed 
below. 


Section 1005.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities? 


The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
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even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Department must 
pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a state process. 
The Department may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
the Department's programs or activities. 
Further, the Department need not rely 
on the state process or the single point 
of contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Department notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of section 401 is the responsibility of the 
state process. The single point of contact 
could be the information channel for this 
purpose. The Department need not 
notify areawide, regional, and local 
entities separately in this situation, but 
may do so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Department 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Department 
will carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., a notice in the 
Federal Register or in a publication 
widely available in the area potentially 
affected by the proposed federal action) 
or direct (e.g., a letter to the mayor of an 
affected city). The notice will alert the 
directly affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identify who in the 
Department should be contacted for 
more information. 


Section 1005.8. How does the Secretary 
provide states the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 1005.6a{c) of the 
NPRM (redesignated § 1005.8(a) in the 
final rule) than any other provision in 
the proposed regulation. The NPRM 
proposed that, except in unusual 
circumstances, the Secretary would give 
states at least 30 days to comment on 
any proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
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development. Almost all commenters 
discussing this point felt 30 days was 
too brief a period to develop comments, 
particularly when disagreements among 
various interested parties within the 
state need to be resolved. Commenters 
requested a number of longer comment 
periods, including 35, 45, 50, and 60 
days. Some commenters suggested that 
an additional period—normally between 
15 and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Department has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
{including interstate matters) except 
with respect to federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards, for which the 
comment period would remain 30 days. 

The Secretary will establish, by notice 
to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information could 
be provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Department will provide 
notice, including any adjustments to the 
commenting period that may be 
necessary, to directly affected State, 
areawide, regional and local entities 
regarding the proposed federal action. 
Because paragraphs (a) and (b) now 
provide that the Secretary will establish 
this starting date, the language of the 
NPRM permitting the Secretary to 
establish deadlines for submission of 
various materials is no longer necessary 
and has been deleted. When 
establishing deadlines, the Secretary 
will ensure that commenting parties 
under the state process are afforded 
adequate time to review and comment 
on an application or project proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 1005.6({a) of the NPRM. 
The provisions of this section apply to 
cases in which review, coordination, 
and communication with the 
Department have been delegated. This 
paragraph is intended to make clear that 
when this responsibility is delegated, 
these procedures apply just as if the 
matter were handled at the state level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key element in any timely review, 
and that a full and complete application 
was generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. The Department is aware of 
these concerns, but in the interest of 
retaining as much flexibility as possible 
for the state process, has decided not to 
require applicants to submit notices of 


intent or full and complete applications 
at particular points in time to the state 
process. The Department encourages 
applicants at an early stage to notify 
and talk.with officials and entities who 
have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the application. 

Paragraph (e) of § 1005.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 1005.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Secretary 
receives and responds to comments. 


Section 1005.9 How does the Secretary 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 1005.6(e) 
of the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Secretary's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 1005.6(e) had provided that the 
Secretary would respond as provided in 
the Order to all comments from a state 
that are provided through a state office 
or official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
state and the federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Department's decision to 
implement through these regulations 
section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act, the Department has 
made substantial changes to this 
paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept.of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
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understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Department 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Department is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Department. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Secretary 
to follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 1005.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Department.) If these conditions are not 
met, the Secretary will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate prob)ems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
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explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the 
Department will always fully consider 
all comments it recejves under these 
regulations. 

The Department's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for-stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Department's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve, or undesirable to 
attempt, consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Department wiil 
respond as provided in § 1005.10 to a 
state process recommendation which 
does not represent a consensus. This 
means that the single point of contact 
will not have to submit a 
recommendation representing 
unanimous agreement for the 
recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Department. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Department before 
the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their comments directly to the 
Department concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Department all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as section 401 specifies, the 
Department considers all views from 


state, areawide, regional, and local 
entities or officials. It should also 
reassure those commenters who were 
concerned that their views would be 
subject to “pocket veto” by the single 
point of contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the 
Department makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 
state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 
if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process 
recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
may submit comments either to the 
applicant or to the Department. The 
Department is obligated to consider 
these comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of the 
Department. The Department 
deliberated whether in this rule to 
require applicants to transmit all 
comments they had received. The 
Department decided not to impose such 
a requirement in this rule but expects 
applicants to do so. The Department 
retains the option of selectively 
requiring an applicant to do this as part 
of an application kit or in a notice of 
availability of funds. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Department’s obligation to consider all 
the comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Department. This 
obligation derives directly from section 
401. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that the Department and other federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although the Department recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
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consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Department does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. The 
Department believes that each state 
process should establish the “paper 
flow” procedures best suited to its 
situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, the Department will expect 
the applicant to forward those 
comments with its application to the 
Department. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the state process recommendation to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact. The point here is that state 
processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the Federal Government with each 
application, and thus alleviate concerns 
that the application and comments 
might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Department. 


Section 1005.10 How does the 
Secretary make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact, the Department becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain its 
nonaccommodation. This means that the 
Department need not accommodate or 
explain comments that (1) do not 
constitute or form the state process 
recommendation, or (2) are not provided 
through a single point of contact. The 
Department will fully consider all such 
comments, but there will be no 
“accommodate or explain” obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the Department 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 


_ whether or not such conversation or 


communication occurs, the Department 
will always send a written explanation 
of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Department will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
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suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Department believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance or the start 
of direct federal development, a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Department believes that ten days will 
be adequate time for the state process to 
formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Department has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Department has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the 
Department sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Department will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the 
Department sent the letter. 

Some.commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Department will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Department's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 1005.11 What are the 
Secretary's obligations in interstate 
situations? 


This section is based on § 1005.8 of 
the NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases except noncompeting continuation 
awards. 

The Department received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
situations. Most of these comments 


asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
did not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
interstate metropolitan areas and the 
designated areawide entities that 
represent them. 

The Department does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Department's interest to have affected 
states mutually agree on the 
Department's programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Department will work with officials of 
states involved in an interstate situation 
in an attempt to secure this agreement. 
This should not be a regulatory 
requirement, however. 

The Department believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitar areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)}{3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Department will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Department with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Department if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Department, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Department 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
If a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state's single point of contact 
the Department would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 
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Section 1005.12 How maya state 
simplify, consolidate or substitute 
Federally required state plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. The Department did recieve a 
number of comments on this section, 
however. Several agreed that states 
should be able to simplify state plans, 
but objected to allowing states to 
consolidate their plans. The reasons for 
these objections differed; most appeared 
to be from those who feared that 
consolidation of state plans would cause 
the interests of particular groups or 
particular programs to be ignored. As 
this section merely implements the 
requirement of the Order that federal 
agencies allow that consolidation of 
state plans, the Department had little 
discretion in developing this provision. 
In addition, the Department has the 
obligation to ensure that any simplified 
or consolidated state plan continues to 
meet all federal requirements. For 
example, a consolidated plan that failed 
to meet satutory or regulatory 
requirements for a particular program 
would not be accepted. 

One commenter recommended that an 
appeals process be established to deal 
with situations in which federal 
agencies disapprove modified state 
plans. The Department believes that 
such a process in not necessary, 
because if a federal agency disapproves 
a modified plan for failure to meet 
federal requirements, the state can 
appeal the decision through normal 
agency mechanisms. In any event, 
during the review process before 
disapproval, the Department will work 
with states to resolve problems that 
could impede approval. 

A few commenters recommended 
there be a federal “single point of 
contact” for state plans or other 
purposes. The Department believes this 
idea would not work, because of 
differing agency responsibilities under 
the wide variety of program statutes 
that various federal agencies carry out. 
In addition, federal agencies need to 
retain existing delegations of state plan 
approval authority. However, the 
Department and other federal agencies 
will each designate a focal point with 
whom states can deal on state plan 
matters. In addition, the federal agencies 
having state plans intend to establish an 
informal interagency steering group, 
which will meet quarterly te discuss 
state plan matters. Through this steering 
group, as well as by interagency 
contacts in specific situations, federal 
agencies will coordinate with each other 
in cases when states consolidate plans 
across federal lines. This coordination 
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should promote consistent 
determinations among and within 
agencies on state plans. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the federal agencies develop a model 
state plan format that could be used by 
the states. While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific state questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other states), we believe 
that states should be free to develop 
their own formats to reflect their own 
situations. Consequently, the 
Department will not develop model 
formats since formats developed as 
models for the voluntary use of states 
could come to be regarded, either by 
federal agencies or by states, as 
required. 

A list of state plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated, or substituted 
for appears elsewhere in today's Federal 
Register and will be updated 
periodically. 


Section 1005.13. May the Secretary 
waive any provision of these 
regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Department is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If the 
Department uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Department will attempt, 
to the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the Department will keep 
records of all situations in which the 
emergency waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to the Department to 
which the Department would like to 
respond. Several commenters said that 
Office of Management and Budget 
should have a stronger oversight role, 
thus ensuring that federal agencies carry 
out their obligations under the Order 
and these regulations. Behind these 
comments seems to be a concern that 
federal agenciés are not really 
interested in consulting with state and 
local governments and a view that, in 


* 


the absence of an OMB “policing ” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Department wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations, and 
will act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entitites that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Department's obligations. 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
forcefully is an important part of the 
Administration's Federalism policy, and 
the Administration's policymaking 
officials intend the policy to be carried 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or ‘policing’ 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Department are responsible to 
the Secretary, who in turn is responsible 
to the President for carrying out 
important Administration policy. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded the Department and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Department will continue 
to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the 
Department will work with states to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state’s 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Department will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations, Under the A-95 system, 
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clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to Federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 


As was discussed above in the 
§ 1005.3 analysis of comments, the 
Executive Order clearly was not 
intended to cover all Federal activities. 
The Department has the duty to assure 
that the programs and activities 
identified as included or excluded from 
coverage are consistent with the intent 
of the Executive Order. In assuming this 
duty, the Department is guided by the 
terms of the Executive Order itself and 
the “General Criteria Used by Federal 
Agencies in Identifying the Scope of 
Executive Order 12372” published in the 
Federal Register January 24, 1983 at 48 
FR 3125. 

The Department is providing for 
intergovernmental coordination of more 
programs and activities under the 
provisions of the Executive Order than it 
did under OMB Circular A-95. We 
believe it is in part for this reason that a 
number of commenters wrote solely to 
endorse the Department's proposed 
scope of coverage and criteria for 
exclusions. Some comments, however, 
disagreed with our proposed exclusions 
and others reflected confusion over the 
Department's intent. Others expressed 
interpretations of the Executive Order 
consistent with the Department's own 
understanding. 

Some comments objected to some or 
all exclusions shown without stating 
any basis for the objections. It is 
difficult to respond to such objections 
beyond stating that the Department's 
exclusions are consistent with the intent 
of the Executive Order and the 
Government wide standards for such 
determinations cited above. Two 
comments objected to the criteria used 
in determining program and activity 
exclusions. The Department believes 
these government-wide criteria are 
appropriate for this determination. 

Two comments noted the exclusion of 
the Energy Extension Service from the 
list of State Plans eligible for 
simplification, consolidation, or 
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substitution. The omission of the Energy 
Extension Service from the list was an 
error and the plan requirements of this 
program are covered by the Executive 
Order and this regulation. 

Two comments, received from States, 
indicate that those States have, or will 
have, State Laws requireing state 
process handling for certain classes of 
applicants which may or may not be 
consistent with the terms of the 
Executive Order and these regulations. 
The Department has no objection ta 
being advised of such requirements of 
state law but can assume no 
responsibility for their enforcement. 

Several comments expressed the 
belief that the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission's activities were 
intended to be covered by the 
regulations as they were not proposed 
for exclusion. The Commission has the 
authority to license certain non-Federal 
development activities and to set certain 
economic rates. These activities are 
neither direct Federal development nor 
Federal financial assistance and 
therefore do not fall within the scope of 
the Executive Order. 

A number of comments sent to OMB 
expressed concern that the Federal 
Power Administrations were not 
covered by any proposed regulations. 
The Federal Power Administrations are 
constituent parts of the Department of 
Energy and are therefor subject to this 
regulation. With respect to the 
Bonneville Power Administration, the 
intergovernmental consultation 
requirements of the order and this 
regulation will be satisfied by 
compliance with the consultation 
requirements of the Pacific Northwest 
Electric Power Planning and 
Conservation Act, Pub. L. 96-501. 
Section 1005.3(c) reflects this 
clarification. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The Department has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Department and 
allow state and local governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. For this reason, the 
Department believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently, the Department certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This rule is not 
subject to section 3504(h) of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, since it does 


not require the collection or retention of 
information. 


List of Subjects in 10 CFR Parts 600 and 
1005 


Energy, Grant programs energy, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Small business, 
Intergovernmental relations. 

Issued at Washington, D.C., June 8, 1983. 
Donald Paul Hodel, 

Secretary. 

1. For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the Department of Energy 
amends Title 10, Code of Federal 
Regulations, by adding a new Part 1005, 
to read as follows: 


PART 1005—iINTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF 
ENERGY PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

1005.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

1005.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

1005.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

1005.4 What are the Secretary's general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

1005.5 What is the Secretary's obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

1005.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities _ 
under these regulations? 

1005.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities? 

1005.8 How does the Secretary provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development? 

1005.9 How does the Secretary receive and 
respond to comments? 

1005.10 How does the Secretary make 
efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 

1005.11 What are the Secretary's obligations 
in interstate situations? 

1005.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

1005.13 May the Secretary waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 

(48 FR 15887): Section 401 of the 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 

as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506). 


§ 1005.1 What is the purpose of these 
reguiations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
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Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Department, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Department or its officers. 


§ 1005.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

“Department” means the U.S. 
Department of Energy. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
the U.S. Department of Energy or an 
official or employee of the Department 
acting for the Secretary under a 
delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 1005.3 What programs and activities of 
the Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

(a) The Secretary publishes in the 
Federal Register a list of the 
Department's program and activities 
that are subject to the order and these 
regulations. 

(b) Unless otherwise stated in the 
Federal Register listing identified in 
paragraph (a) of this section, these 
regulations do not apply to the 
Department's financial assistance 
transactions with other than 
governmental entities. 

(c) The Bonneville Power 
Administration shall satisfy the 
requirements of these regulations by 
compliance with the consultation 
requirements of the Pacific Northwest 
Electric Power Planning and 
Conservation Act, Pub. L. 96-501. 


§ 1005.4 What are the Secretary's general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

(a) The Secretary provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would provide the 
nonfederal funds, for, or that would be 
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directly affected by, proposed federal 
financial assistance from, or direct 
federal development by, the 
Department. 

(b) If a state adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development, the 
Secretary, to the extent permitted by 
law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine official views of state and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions; 

(3) Make efforts to accommodate state 
and local elected official’s concerns 
with proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federai 
development that are communicated 
through the state process; 

(4) Allows the states to simplify and 
consolidate existing federally required 
state plan submissions; 

(5) Where state planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of State plans for federally 
required state plans; 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected state and local elected officials 
in one state with those of another state 
when proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal development 
has an impact on interstate metropolitan 
urban centers or other interstate areas; 
and 

(7) Supports state and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 
planning organization which is 
federally-funded, which has a limited 
purpose, and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
state or local elected officials. 


§ 1005.5 What is the Secretary's obligation 
with respect to Federal interagency 
coordination? 

The Secretary, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Department regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§ 1005.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 1005.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 


before selecting programs and activities, 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Secretary of the 
Department’s programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the 
Administrator of changes in its 
selections at any time. For each change, 
the state shall submit to the Secretary 
an assurance that the state has 
consulted with local elected officials 
regarding the change. The Department 
may establish deadlines by which states 


. are required to inform the Secretary of 


changes in their program selections. 

(d) The Secretary uses a state’s 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Secretary is notified of its 
selections. 


§ 1005.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning the Department's programs and 
activities? 


(a) [Reserved] 

(b) The Secretary provides notice to 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed Federal financial assistance or 
direct Federal development if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. This 
notice may be made by publication in 
the Federal Register or other appropriate 
means, which the Department in its 
discretion deems appropriate. 


§ 1605.8 How does the Secretary provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed Federal financial assistance and 
direct Federal development? 


(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Secretary gives state processes or 
directly affected State, areawide, 
regional and local officials and 
entities— 

(1) At least 30 days from the date - 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed Federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards; and 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed direct Federal development 
or Federal financial assistance other 
than noncompeting continuation 
awards. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and.communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 
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§ 1005.9 How does the Secretary receive 
and respond to comments? 

(a) The Secretary follows the 
procedures in § 1005.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 1005.6. 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from, state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(C) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Department by the 
single point of contact, the Secretary 
follows the procedures of § 1005.10 of 
this part. 

(e) The Secretary considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Secretary 
is not required to apply the procedures 
of § 1005.10 of this part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the Department by a commenting 
party. 

§ 1005.10 How does the Secretary make 
efforts to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Department through its single point of 
contact, the Secretary either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of the 
decision, as the Secretary in his or her 
discretion deems appropriate. The 
Secretary may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
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explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a){3) of this section, the 
Secretary informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Department will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Secretary has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)({1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 1005.11 What are the Secretary’s 
obiigations in interstate situations? 

(a) The Secretary is responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the 
Department's program or activity; 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Department's program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 1005.10 
of this part if the Secretary receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. 


(b) The Secretary uses the procedures 
in § 1005.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact. 


§ 1005.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required state plans? 

(a) As used in this section: 

(1) “Simplify” means that a'state may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a state plan. 

(2) “Consolidate” means that a state 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
state can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a state 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet Federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 
state may decide to try to simplify 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans without prior 
approval by the Secretary. 

(c) The Secretary reviews each state 
plan that a state has simplified, 
consolidated, or substituted and accepts 
the plan only if its contents meet federal 
requirements. 


§ 1005.13 May the Secretary waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Secretary may 
waive any provision of these 
regulations. 


PART 600—FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
RULES 


2. The Department also amends 
§ 600.2{e)(1){iii), and revises § 600.11 of 
the DOE Financial Assistance Rules, 10 
CFR Part 600 (revised at 47 FR 44076, 
October 5, 1982), as follows: 
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a. The Table of Contents of subpart A 
is amended by revising the section 
heading for § 600.11 to read as follows: 


Subpart A—General 


Sec. 


* * * * * 


600.11 Intergovernmental review. 


* * * * * 


b. In § 600.2, paragraph (e)(1)(iii) is 
removed and (e)(1)(iv) through (vii) are 
redesignated as (e)(1)(iii) through (vi) 
and are revised to read as follows: 


§ 600.2 Applicability. 


. * * * 


(e) OMB Circulars. * * * 

(1) * * * 

(iii) OMB Circular A-124, Patents— 
Small Business Firms and Nonprofit 
Organizations (47 FR 7556, February 18, 
1982). 

(iv) OMB Circular A-21, Cost 
Principles Applicable to Grants, 
Contracts and Other Agreements with 
Institution of Higher Education (44 FR 
12368, March 6, 1979 as amended by 47 
FR 333658, August 3, 1982). 

(v) OMB Circular A-87, Cost 
Principles Applicable to Grants, 
Contracts and Other Agreements with 
State and Local Governments (46 FR 
9548, January 28, 1981). 

(vi) OMB Circular A-122, Cost 
Principles Applicable to Grants, 
Contracts and Other agreements with 
Nonprofit Organizations (45 FR 46022, 
July 8, 1980). 

c. Section 600.11 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 600.11 Intergovernmentai review. 
Intergovernmental review of DOE 
financial assistance shall be conducted 
in accordance with 10 CFR Part 1005. 

[FR Doc. 83-16367 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Programs and Activities Subject to 
Executive Order 12372 as 
implemented by 10 CFR Part 1005 


AGENCY: Energy Department. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Department of Energy is 


announcing those programs and 
activities subject to untergovernmental 
coordination in accordance with 
provisions of Executive Order 12372 as 
implemented by 10 CFR Part 1005. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: This announcement of 

covered programs and activities shall 

become effective on Sepember 30, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Thomas M. Reynolds, Business and 
Financial Policy Branch (MA-421.2) 
Procurement and Assistance 
Management Directorate, Department 
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue 
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 
252-8191. 

Mary Ann Masterson, Office of the 
Assistant General Counsel for 
Procurement and Incentives (GC-44), 
Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 252- 
1526. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 

Department of Energy has found the 

following programs and activities to be 

subject to Executive Order 12372 as 

implementd by 10 CFR Part 1005; 


Federal Financial Assistance 


The following programs as covered 
when the recipient of such assistance is 
a governmentai entity. (A governmental 
entity is any state; independent state 
organization, board or commission; 
general purpose local government; 
special purpose local or regional 
government; non-profit organization 
established by state law or local 
ordiance exclusively to provide a 
governmental service and the 
substantial portion of the funding for 
which is federal; State and municipal 
colleges and universities are considered 
non-governmental entities.) 
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...| State Energy Conservation. 
Weatherization Assistance for Low-income 
Persons. 
...| Supplemental State Energy Conservation. 
..| Energy Extension Service. 


Appropriate Technology Small Grants Pro- 
grams. 
Energy Conservation for Institutional Build- 


ings. 

Geothermal Loan Guarantees. 

..| Electric and Hybrid Vehicle Loan Guarantees. 

Alcohol Fuels Loan Guarantees. 

Loan for Geothermal Reservoir Confirmation 
Projects. 

Loans for Wind Energy Systems and Smail 
Hydroelectric Power Projects. 

Loans for Smail Hydroelectric Power Project 
Feasibility Studies and Related Licensing. 

Wing Energy Technology Application Pro- 
gram. 

Loan Guarantees for Alternative Fue! Demon- 
stration Facilities. 


Note.—Those programs without CFDA 
numbers are currently not funded by 
appropriations. 


Also covered are research, 
development and demonstration 
programs and activities when such 
programs and activities (1) have a 
unique geographic focus and are directly 
relevant to the governmental 
responsibilities of a state or local 
government within the geographic area; 
(2) necessitate the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement under 
NEPA; or (3) are to be initiated at a 
particular site or location and require 
unusual measures to limit the possibility 
of adverse exposure or hazard to the 
general public. These programs include: 


Energy Related Inventions. 

81.049............ Basic Energy Sciences, High Energy/Nuclear 
Physics, Fusion Energy, Health and Envi- 
ronmental Research, Program Analysis and 
Filed Operations Management. 

University Coal Research. 


State Plans 


The State Plans of the following 
programs are eligible for simplification, 
consolidation, or substitution in 
accordance with the provisions of 10 
CFR Part 1005. 


Catalog of . 
Federal - 
Domestic 
Assistance | 
No. 


Program 


State Energy Conservation. 
Weatherization Assistance for Low-income 
Persons. 
Supplementa!l State Energy Conservation. 
..| Energy Extension Service. 
Energy Conservation for Institutional Build- 
ings. 





Direct Federal Development Programs 
and Activities 


The following direct federal 
development program and activities are 
subject to the provisions of 10 CFR Part 
1005. 

1. Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
Proram. 

2. Naval Petroleum and Oil Shale 
Reserves Program. 

3. The Department engages in a 
number of direct federal development 
activities which cannot be usefully 
categorized and listed as direct federal 
development programs for the purposes 
of this notice. The Department will 
rigorously examine each proposes direct 
federal development activity during the 
planning cycle to determine whether it is 
subject to Executive Order 12372. The 
Department will be guided by the terms 
of the Executive order itself and the 
“General Criteria Used by Federal 
Agenciea in Identifying the Scope of the 
Executive Order” published in the 
Federal Register January 24, 1983, at 48 
FR 3125. It should be noted that a 
number of the Department's activities 
will be exempted accordingly by virtue 
of national security considerations. 

Issued at Washington, D.C., June 8, 1983 
Donald Paul Hodel, 

Secretary. 
{FR Doc. 83-16366 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


42 CFR Parts 5ic, 52b, 55a, 56, and 122 


45 CFR Parts 100, 224, and 1351 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, HHS. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
certain federal financial assistance and 
direct federal development programs 
and activities of the Department of 
Health and Human Services. These 
regulations replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-95. They 
also implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

* Regarding the regulations generally 
and implementation of the state plan 
simplification, consolidation and 
substitution provisions of these 
regulations—Mr. Gordon Boe; Office of 
the Deputy Under Secretary for 
Intergovernmental Affairs, (202) 245- 
6036. 

* Regarding implementation of the 
provisions of these regulations that 
apply to certain HHS federal financial 
assistance programs and activities—Mr. 
Jonathan D. Breul, Office of 
Procurement, Assistance and Logistics, 
ASMB, (202) 245-7565. 

* Régarding implementation of the 
provisions of these regulations that 
would apply to certain HHS direct 
federal development programs and 
activities—Mr. Thomas C. Cleary, Office 
of Facilities and Management Services, 
ASMB, (202) 245-1597. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


On January 24, 1983, (48 FR 4130), the 
Department, along with 25 other federal 
agencies, published a Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) to carry 
out Executive Order 12372. Some 
agencies published notices proposing 
that programs not be subject to the 
Order. Subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. On March 2, 1983 the 
agencies and OMB held a public meeting 


to solicit comments on the NPRM. On 
April 21, 1983 the Department, in 
conjunction with the other federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register reopening the 
comment period, scheduling another 
public meeting for May 5, 1983, and 
requesting comments on several 
tentative responses to comments, (48 FR 
1701) 

The Department received numerous 
comments on government-wide issues 
during the comment period, including 
comments received by OMB and other 
federal agencies and which were also 
incorporated in the Department's 
rulemaking docket. In addition, the 
Department received comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of this Department’s programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 
issues pertaining only to the 
Department. 

In preparing the final rule, the 
Department considered these written 
comments as well as testimony at the 
public meetings and a hearing before the 
Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 
Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Department has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM has contemplated. Postponing 
the effective date would give state and 
local elected officials more time to 
establish the state processes and to 
consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, postponing the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983. (48 FR 15587 April-11, 1983.) 
The Department's existing requirements 
and procedures under OMB Circular A- 
95 will continue in effect until 
September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—Allows states, after consultation with 

local officials, to establish their own 

processes for review and comment on 
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proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal dévelopment; 

—AIncreases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 

, not; 

—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and, 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Four major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
state process recommendation, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials , 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A state must 
tell the federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 
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—A designated official or entity to act 
as a single point of contact between 
the state and all federal agencies; | 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

-——A means of consulting with local 
officials; and, 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 

Elsewhere in this issue of the Federal 
Register, HHS has published a list of 
those programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
Any changes in this list will also be 
published in the Federal Register. After 
consulting with local elected officials, 
the state selects which of these HHS 
programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the state's list are provided 
directly to HHS. 

HHS provides the state process with 
notice of proposed actions for selected 
programs and activities. For any 
proposed federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
Preparing and transmitting a “state 
process recommendation” through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; or 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, HHS will 
provide notice, opportunities for review, 
and consideration of comments 
consistent with the provisions of section 
401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 


“State Process Recommendation” 


A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. A state process 
recommendation may be a consensus— 
ie., the unanimous recommendation of 
areawide, regional, and local officials or 
entities—or it may contain a 
recommendation which resolves 


differing views. All directly affected 
levels of government need not comment 
on the proposed action being reviewed 
to form a state process recommendation. 
Also, the state government need not be 
party to a state process 
recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
term “accommodate or explain” is 
discussed later.) As indicated, there is to 
be only one single point of contact. The 
other functions undertaken by the single 
point of contact are transmitting to HHS 
any views differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency’s nonaccommodation. In 
addition to these responsibilities a state 
could choose te broaden the single point 
of contact's role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. However, commenting 
officials and entities may submit such 
views directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, and will be 
considered by HHS in accordance with 
Section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act and other relevant 
statutory or regulatory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, HHS will: (1) 
Accommodate the recommendation by 
accepting it or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution with the parties; or 
(2) provide the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of the 
Department's decision. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
Department is generally required to wait 
10 days after it explains its decision to 
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the single point of contact before taking 
final action. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Department altered 
the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 


Of 
100.10(b), (c) 
100.11 
100.12 
100.13 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§§ 100.5, 100.6(a), 100.7(b), 
and 100.8(c) are new.) 


Section 100.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


Change—There is only one 
substantive change to this section, but it 
is an important one. The NPRM, while 
citing section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act as 
authority, did not specifically contain 
provisions to implement some of its 
requirements. Nor did the NPRM 
expressly implement section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. These statutes are 
reproduced as an appendix to this 
preamble. 

Comment—Commenters, including 
state, local, and regional agencies, 
interest groups and members of 
Congress, urged that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
also provide that federal agencies carry 
out their responsibilities under these 
statutes. 

Response—As noted above, the 
Executive Order was amended to cite 
section 204 as authority as well as 
section 401. In addition, § 100.1(a) (as 
well as the authority citation for the 
entire regulation) now cites not only the 
Executive Order but also section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 
and section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act. Section 100.1(b) adds mention of 
“areawide” entities in keeping with 





29190 


section 204. Other provisions in these 
regulations carry out the Department's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Department, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

Comment—Commenters suggested 
deleting the language in § 100.1(c) which 
states that the regulations were not 
intended to create any right of judicial 
review. 

Response—The rule retains this 
language. The purpose of the Executive 
Order and these regulations is to foster 
improved cooperation between the 
Department and other federal agencies 
on the one hand, and state and local 
elected officials on the other. The Order 
and these regulations presuppose, and 
rely on, the good faith of federal, state 
and local officials in communicating 
with one another and seeking to 
understand one another’s concerns. To 
regard these regulations as rigid 
procedures intended to provide new 
opportunities for litigation would be 
contrary to their purpose. However, 
HHS has statutory responsibilities under 
the laws on which these rules are based. 
By retaining § 100.1(c), the Department 
is stating only that these regulations are 
not grounds for judicial review of 
agency action beyond those afforded by 
the underlying statutes. 


Section 100.2 What definitions apply 
to these regulations? © 


Comment—Commenters did not 
object to the definitions in the proposed 
rule. However, some commenters asked 
that various additional terms be defined 
including: Environmental impact 
statement; state plans; direct federal! 
development; federal financial 
assistance; emergency; unusual 
circumstances; accommodate; and state 
process. 

Response—The Department does not 
believe that it is necessary to define any 
of these additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned ir the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Department 
would not use the term except in its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Department chose not to include 
a definition of “state plans,” “direct 


federal development,” or “federal 
financial assistance” because we 
believe that these definitions are 
unnecessary. Instead, HHS believes that 
the lists of state plans and program 
inclusions accompanying this 
rulemaking provide a comprehensive list 
of the plans, programs and activities 
that are subject to the provisions of this 
rule. 

The Department also decided not to 
define the terms “emergency” and 
“unusual circumstances.” With respect 
to terms like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and under 
inclusiveness are particularly great. The 
purpose of an emergency waiver 
provision or discretion to deviate from 
certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
their control. As stated in the preamble 
to the proposed rules, the Department 
expects to use such provisions sparingly, 
and only when absolutely necessary. 
Thus, it would be counterproductive to 
attempt, through a definition, to limit 
this flexibility by anticipating all 
possible circumstances when it might be 
needed. 

The Department also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is explained in § 100.10. 
If the Secretary accepts the state 
process recommendation or reaches a 
mutually agreeable solution, the 
Department has accommodated the 
concerns expressed in the 
recommendation. If the. Department 
does not provide an accommodation in 
one of these two ways, it must provide 
an explanation. As the Department 
believes the section describes 
sufficiently what is meant by 
accommodation, a further definition of 
the term is not necessary. 

Finally, the Department concluded 
that a definition of the term “state 
process recommendation” would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Department has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term’s function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 100.3 What programs and 
activities of the Department are subject 
to these regulations? 


Comment—This section is 
substantively very similar to § 100.3(a) 
of the NPRM. A number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
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Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
HHS in developing its list of programs 
and activities that were being proposed 
for exclusion. 

Response—The Order does not cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into these categories are clearly 
outside the scope of the Order (e.g., 
Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities, procurement of military 
weapon systems). It is appropriate for 
federal agencies to decide which of their 
activities are covered by the Order. For 
example, many research and 
development grants are competed on a 
national basis and are awarded for 
studies unrelated to the responsibilities 
of state and local governments. On the 
other hand, a purpose of block grant 
programs is to give funding discretion to 
state and local governments. There is 
little point in consultation between state 
and local governments and HHS 
regarding funding under block grant 
programs when the Department has 
virtually no discretion with respect to 
grant applications or other decisions. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be 
inappropriate. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). Many 
national security actions, even those 
affecting state and local jurisdictions, 
involve classified information. It would 
be inappropriate to seek state and local 
review of such national security matters 
when access to the plans or documents 
for the proposed federal action is not 
possible for national security reasons. 
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Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Department believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of program and activities 
which a state may select. However, in 
response to comments, the Department 
has revised the criteria for exclusion as 
well as the particular exclusions that 
were proposed in January. These criteria 
and particular exclusions are discussed 
in more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the 
Department is publishing a notice 
elsewhere in this issue of the Federal 
Register listing these “covered” 
programs and activities. HHS has no 
programs to which section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act currently applies. 
However, should such programs 
subsequently be added to this list, the 
applicability of section 204 will be 
indicated with an asterisk (*). Section 
204 obligations apply with respect to 
these programs only for projects or 
activities located in metropolitan areas. 
Otherwise, these projects are treated 
like any other program available for 
selection. This information is being 
published in a separate notice rather 
than as part of this rule to allow future 
changes to be made more conveniently. 
The Department will seek public 
comment on proposed future program or 
activity inclusions or exclusions as 
these occur. 


Section 100.5 What is the Secretary's 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


Comment—Some commenters, 
including those suggesting a federal 
single point of contact, asked the 
Department and other federal agencies 
to do more in ensuring thai federal 
agencies communicate not only with 
state and local elected officials but also 
with each other. 

Response—The Department believes 
that this point is well taken. Many 
programs and projects require 
information or approvals from a number 
of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Department is adding 
a new section, the language of which is 
derived from section 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Secretary, to 
the extent practicable, will consult with 
and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected federal 


departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the Department regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. 


Section 100.6 What procedures apply 
to the selection of programs and 
activities under these regulations? 


Comment—Some commenters asked 
that the states’ obligation to consult 
with local elected officials in the 
establishment of a state process, and in 
making program selection choices, be 
spelled out in the rule. 

Response—We have added a new 
§ 100.6({a) in order to make clear that 
any program or activity published in the 
Federal Register list prescribed by 
section 100.3 is eligible for selection for 
a state process. The section also 
indicates more explicitly than the NPRM 
that states are required to consult with 
local elected officials before selecting 
programs and activities for coverage. 
OMB previously wrote the Governors 
asking each to provide an assurance of 
local consultation when the state 
submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. A similar 
assurance is required by § 100.6{c) when 
changes are made to the initial 
selections. 

Comment—Several commenters 
suggested that these regulations should 
more firmly require local involvement 
(e.g., a letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. 

Respense—The Executive Order 
requires, and OMB's letter to the 
Governors has reiterated, that there 
must be consultation between state and 
local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
contemplates that official processes 
under the Order are established by state 
and local elected officials in cooperation 
and consultation with one another. The 
Department believes that these 
requirements are clear and that further 
administrative requirements imposed by 
regulations are unnecessary and would, 
in many cases, delay or interfere with 
the establisment of a state process. In 
particular, the Department does not 
believe that the Order contempiates so 
rigid a requirement as a sign-off by an 
official of each local jurisdiction in a 
state before a process may be valid. 


Section 100.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities? 


Changes—Section 100.7(a) 
incorporates material from proposed 
§§ 100.3{b) and 100.6{b) of the NPRM, 
except that the final regulation specifies 
that the Secretary's obligation to 


communicate with state and local 
elected officials applies to programs and 
activities subject to the Order that are 
covered by a state process. This change 
is intended to emphasize that it is with 
the state process, not just a Governor's 
office or other state. government entity, 
that the Secretary will communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Department must 
pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a state process. 
The Department may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
the Department's programs or activities. 
Further, the Department need not rely 
on the state process or the single point 
of contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Department notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected fer the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of sections 401 and 204 may be 
undertaken by the state process. The 
single point of contact could be the 
information channel for this purpose. 
The Department need not notify 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
separately in this situation, but may do 
so. 

Comment—A number of commenters 
asked what procedures apply when a 
state chooses not to adopt a process 
under the Order or when a particular 
program or activity is not selected for 
review under a state process. 

Response—New § 102.7(b) is intended 
to respond to these,concerns. The i 
Department will carry out its 
responsibilities in these situations by 
providing notice to state, areawide, 
regional or local officials or entities that 
would be directly affected by the 
proposed federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development. This notice 
may be either through publication {e.g., 
a notice in the Federal Register or in a 
publication widely available in the area 
potentially affected by the proposed 
federal action), or through actual 
notification of directly affected entities 
or officials {e.g., a letter to the mayor of 
an affected city). The notice will alert 
the directly affected entities concerning 
the proposed action and will identify the 
Departmental official who should be 
contacted for more information. 
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Section 100.8 How does the Secretary 
provide states the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development? 


Comment—The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Secretary would give states at least 30 
days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 
that 30 days was too brief a period to 
develop comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes need to be resolved. 

Response—in response to these 
comments, the Department has decided 
to lengthen the comment period to 60 
days in all cases (including interstate 
matters) except with respect to federal 
financial assistance in the form of 
noncompeting continuation awards, for 
which the comment period would 
remain 30 days. The Secretary points 
out that noncompeting continuation 
applications contain only sufficient 
information to indicate progress in the 
activities proposed in the original 
application. Review by the funding 
agency is primarily to ensure adequate 
progress in the framework of previously 
approved budget and program activity, 
rather than to approve a proposal. 
Hence, the most useful source of project 
information to the state ordinarily will 
not be the continuation application, but 
other sources in its community. Because 
of the limited information in 
noncompeting continuation applications, 
states may wish to adopt different 
criteria or a more limited set of criteria 
to be employed for this type of 
application. 

The Secretary will establish, by notice 
to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information may 
be provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Department will provide 
notice to directly affected state, 
areawide, regional and local entities 
regarding the proposed federal action. 
Because paragraphs (a) and (b) now 
provide that the Secretary will establish 
this starting date, the language of the 


NPRM permitting the Secretary to 
establish deadlines for submission of 
various materials is no longer necessary 
and has been deleted. 

Comment—Several commenters 
indicated that a notice of intent to apply 
for funds was the key step in a timely 
review, and that a full and complete 
application was generally received too 
late and contained too much 
unnecessary detail to be useful. 

Response—The Department is aware 
of these concerns, and in the interest of 
retaining as much flexibility as possible 
for the state process, we have decided 
not to require applicants to submit 
notices of intent or full and complete 
applications at particular points in time 
to the state process. The Department 
encourages applicants at an early stage 
to notify and talk with officials and 
entities who have the opportunity to 
review and comment on the application. 

Additional discussion—Section 
100.8(b) is derived from § 100.6(a) of the 
NPRM. This paragraph is intended to 
make clear that the provisions of this 
section also apply when the 
responsibility for review, coordination 
and communication with the 
Department is delegated to local 
officials. 

Section 100.6{e) of the NPRM has been 
deleted. A new § 100.9 of the final rule 
describes how the Secretary receives 
and responds to comments. 


Section 100.9 How does the Secretary 
receive and respond to comments? 


Comment—This new section replaces 
proposed § 100.6(e) of the NPRM and 
elaborates in substantially greater detail 
the Secretary's obligations concerning 
the receipt of and response to 
comments. Section 100.6(e) had provided 
that the Secretary would respond as 
provided in the Order to all comments 
from a state that are provided through a 
state office or official that acts as a 
single point of contact under the Order 
between the state and the federal 
agencies. 

Many commenters discussed this 
“single point of contact” concept. Some 
commenters wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. Some commenters felt that 
a single point of contact would be an 
unnecessary extra layer of bureaucracy 
imposed on their state process. Finally, 
some commenters felt that the single 
point of contact could, in effect, veto 
recommendations made by local or 
regional entities or reduce the comments 
of such entities to second-class status. 
In other words, their view was that 
using a single point of contact would 
inhibit, rather than facilitate, 
transmission to federal agencies of the 
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concerns of local elected officials and 
regional and areawide entities. 

Response—In response to these 
comments, and consistent with the 
amended Executive Order and the 
Department's decison explicitly to 
implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act, 
through these regulations, the 
Department has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. The concept 
of the single point of contact is being 
retained. Satisfactory implementation of 
the Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in a simple and understandable 
manner. Designating a single point of 
contact will serve this end better, in our 
view, than a multiplicity of 
communications channels. If all federal 
agencies and all parties within a state 
know that a particular office or official 
performs this state/local-federal 
communications link for the state 
process, much confusion and guesswork 
which otherwise could occur can be 
eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Department 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That decision is up to the 
state and local elected officials who 
establish each state process. The 
Department is concerned only that the 
single point of contact communicate 
those comments and recommendations 
to the Department. 

Section 100.9(a) obligates the 
Secretary to follow the “accommodate 
or explain” procedures of § 100.10 if two 
conditions are met. First, the state must 
have designated a single point of 
contact. Second, the single point of 
contact must have transmitted a state 
process recommmendation. The single 
point of contact may transmit the 
recommendation to the Department 
directly or may require the applicant to 
do so. If these conditions are not met, 
the Secretary will, nevertheless, 
consider all comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 


‘Executive Order. The Order is an 
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important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should, to the extent of their 
discretion under law, make greater 
efforts to accommodate the concerns of 
state and local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. 
The Department's reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Department's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. Where states 
and other directly affected parties forge 
a unified state process recommendation, 
it is appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. Several 
commenters said, in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, that it would be difficult to 
achieve consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. The extension of 
the review period to 60 days in the final 
rule should mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Department will 
respond as provided in § 100.10 to a 
state process recommendation which 
does not represent a unanimous 
recommendation. In such a case, 
because the single point of contact is 
required under § 100.9(b)(2) to pass 
through comments that differ from the 
state process recommendation, all 
officials and entities within a state are 
assured that comments that differ from 
the state process recommendation on a 
particular program or project will be 
seen and considered by the Department. 

Section 100.9({b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Department before 
the review and comment period ends, if 
they wish to do so. These entities may 
also choose to send their comments. 
directly to the Department at the same 
time that they send them to the state 
process. 

Section 100.9 (c) and (d) provide for 
the Department's response to comments 
in situations where there is no state 
process or where programs are not 
selected for review by a state process. 
Paragraph (c) provides that in the 
absence of a state process, or if the 
single point of contact does not transmit 


a state process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. The Department will 
consider these comments. Section 
100.9(d) makes a similar provision for 
situations where the state process does 
not cover a particular program or 
activity of the Department. 

Section 100.9{e) reiterates the 
Department's obligation to consider all 
the comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Department. This 
obligation derives directly from sections 
401 and 204. 

Comment.—A number of commenters 
suggested that the Department and other 
federal agencies impose various 
administrative requirements with 
respect to financial assistance programs. 
Among the suggestions were that federal 
agencies tell applicants about the 
requirements of each state process, that 
comments from the state process be sent 
to the applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Response.—Although the Department 
recognizes a responsibility to work with 
applicants so this new 
intergovernmental consultation system 
functions smoothly, the Department 
does not believe that it is appropriate to 
impose specific regulatory requirements 
regarding administrative details of this 
kind. The Department believes that each 
state process should establish the 
“paper flow” procedures best suited to 
its situation. 


Section 100.10 How does the Secretary 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Comment.—Section 100.10(a) now 
provides that if a state process 
recommendation is submited to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact, the Department becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Department need 
not accommodate or explain comments 
that: (1) Do not constitute or form the 
state process recommendation, or (2) are 
not provided through a single point of 
contact. The Department will fully 
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consider all such comments, but there 
will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 

§ 100.10(a)(3) of the final rule provides 
that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This does not preclude the Department 
from class informing the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, even if 
such conversation or communication 
occurs, the Department will always 
provide a written explanation of the 
nonaccommodation to the single point of 
contact. 

Comment.—The NPRM provided that 
the Department will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days. 

Response.—The Department believes 
that ten days will provide adequate time 
for the state process to formulate an 
appropriate political response if the 
issue is sufficiently important within the 
state. In addition, the Department 
believes that to avoid undue delay, a 
longer period should not be provided. 

The Department has included a new 
§ 100.10(c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Department has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communication} to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
from the date of that communication, 
even though the written explanation 
arrives later. If the Department sends a 
letter but does not make a telephone 
call, the ten-day period begins on the 
date the single point of contact is 
presumed to have received the letter. 
This presumptive date of receipt is five 
days from the date of the letter, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other contexts. 

Comment.—Some commenters 
indicated what they sought most was 
federal agency responsiveness to their 
comments. The commenters felt the lack 
of responsiveness was a significant 
failing of the intergovernmental proces; 
under OMB Circular A-95. 
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Response.—In providing explanations 
of nonaccommodation, the Department 
will be as responsive as practicable 
consistent with the Department's 
responsibilities to accomplish program 
objectives and within its statutory 
authority. 


Section 100.11 What are the 
Secretary's obligations in interstate 
situations? 


Comment.—This section is based on 
proposed § 100.8 of the NPRM. One 
feature of the NPRM section—the 
provision of 45 days for comment in 
interstate situations—has been deleted 
because the comment period in the final 
rule is 60 days in all cases except 
noncompeting continuation awards. 

The Department received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
situations. Most of these comments 
asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
do not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
the designated areawide entities that 
represent interstate metropolitan areas. 

Response.—The Department does not 
believe that it is necessary to change the 
proposed regulation to provide any 
particular procedure for resolving 
interstate conflicts. It is clearly in the 
interests of all the parties involved for 
affected states and local elected 
officials to mutually agree on the 
Department's programs and projects 
that affect interstate areas. On a case- 
by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Department will work with these 
officials in attempting to secure this 
agreement. 

The Department also believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 

§ 101.11(a)(3) now specifically mentions 
designated areawide entities among 
those which the Department will make 
efforts to notify in interstate situations. 
OMB will periodically provide the 
Department with a list of designated 
interstate areawide entities. Section 
101.11(a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Department if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in parts of Maryland, 


Virginia and the District of Columbia. If 
that Council of Governments is 
delegated a specific review role and 
makes a recommendation en a proposed 
action by the Department, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Department 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
If a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state’s single point of contact, 
the Department would “accommodate or 
explain” that recommendation as well. 


Section 100.12 How may a state 
simplify, consolidate or substitute 
federally required state plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. The Department received a 
number of comments on this section, 
however. In general, state elected 
officials and department directors 
strongly supported this provision, while 
state developmental disabilities 
councils, state and areawide aging 
agencies, and advocates for children, 
the handicapped and the aging strongly 
objected to allowing states to 
consolidate their plans. The major 
objections to this section are discussed 
below, along with the Department's 
responses. 

Comment—Several commenters were 
concerned that state plan consolidation 
will lead to a lack of federal monitoring 
and a substantial weakening of 
enforcement of state compliance with 
statutory and regulatory requirements. 

Response—The Department wants to 
make it unequivocally clear that it will 
continue to require states to meet all 
federal statutory and regulatory 
planning requirements. The Department 
will not approve any plan that does not 
meet these requirements; we will 
continue to monitor the states to ensure 
that they implement their programs in 
compliance with statutory and 
regulatory requirements. This provision 
does not permit states to ignore the 
requirements; it merely allows the 
States to use their own planning and 
budgeting processes to design plans that 
meet those requirements without 
detailed federal guidance that is not 
contained in statute or regulations. 

Comment—Several commenters 
believed that this provision allows 
states to consolidate programs and shift 
separate federal categorical program 
funds among programs, and that this is 
simply an attempt to permit states to 
develop block grants by the back door. 

Response—The Department 
emphasizes that states will not be 
allowed to consolidate programs or, 
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except to the extent permitted by law, to 
shift federal funds from one program to 
another. This is not an attempt to 
provide informal biock grants. States 
must continue to meet program statutory 
and regulatory requirements governing 
the expenditure of federal funds for 
targeted groups of eligible people and 
the administration of categorical 
programs. This provision simply 
provides the states a greater opportunity 
to conduct planning across program 
lines to ensure the most effective and 
efficient use of categorical federal funds 
(e.g., to identify gaps and overlaps in 
services). 

Comment—A number of commenters 
questioned the advisability of permitting 
states to consolidate specific plans (i.e., 
aging, child welfare services and 
developmental disabilities) with other 
plans. They recommended that these 
plans be excluded from plan 
consolidation. Their concerns included a 
fear that the programs would lose 
visibility, the belief that each program is 
so unique in its purpose and 
requirements that federal mandates 
cannot be met in a consolidated plan, 
skepticism that the states would in fact 
save any paperwork by consolidating 
plans, and the contention that states 
would not find it useful to consolidate 
plans. 

Response—The Department's 
experience in its 10-state Planning 
Reform Project has demonstrated that: 
(a) Federal statutory and regulatory 
planning requirements for these 
programs can be met in consolidated 
plans; (b) inclusion in a consolidated 
plan provides an opportunity for the 
programs to increase their visibility, 
because they can demonstrate to the 
Governor, the legislature and the 
general public that the services needed 
by their clients extend beyond the 
narrow federally-funded categorical 
program; (c) states were able to save 
paperwork and reduce federally- 
imposed administrative burdens (in 
several cases, states saved over 1,000 
pages) simply by eliminating duplicative 
information and developing their own 
formats; and (d) the consolidated plans 
were more understandable and useful to 
Governors, department directors, 
legislatures and the general public than 
the previous categorical plans. The 
Department recognizes that since the 
requirements of the programs vary, and 
since the organizational structures and 
priorities vary among the states, plan 
consolidation may not be appropriate in 
a particular state. For these reasons, we 
have left plan consolidation at the 


- option of the states. If a state does not 
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wish to consolidate program plans, it 
may simplify separate categorical plans. 

Comment—One commenter 
recommended that the Department 
establish an appeals process under 
these regulations, to deal with situations 
in which the Department disapproves 
modified state plans. 

Response—The Department believes 
that a new appeals process is not 
necessary, because the states can 
appeal any disapproval through normal 
appeal mechanisms. In addition, before 
the Department makes a final 
determination to disapprove any plan, it 
works with the states to resolve 
problems that impede approval. 

Comment—A few commenters 
recommended that a “single point of 
contact” be established for the entire 
federal government to deal with states ~ 
on the simplification, consolidation or 
substitution of state plans. 

Response—In consultation with the 
other federal agencies, the Department 
has concluded that this recommendation 
should not be adopted, because each 
federal agency must retain its existing 
authority and responsibility for 
approving the state plans required by its 
programs. However, the Department will 
designate an official to coordinate the 
provision of technical assistance to 
states in this area (review and approval 
of state plans will continue to reside 
with the affected HHS program officials, 
however). In addition, the federal 
agencies that require state plans will 
establish an interagency steering group, 
which will meet regularly to discuss 
state plan issues. Through this steering 
group, as well as by interagency 
contacts in specific situations, federal 
agencies will coordinate with each other 
in cases where states consolidate plans 
across federal agency lines. This 
coordination will promote consistent 
determinations among and within 
agencies on state plans. 

Comment—One commenter suggested 
that the federal agencies should develop 
a model state plan format that could be 
used by the states. . 

Response—While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific state questions (including the 
provision of formats that other states 
have used successfully), we believe that 
states should have the flexibility to 
develop their own formats to reflect 
their own situations. Consequently, the 
Department will not develop model 
formats. 

Comment—Several commenters 
stated that since the Adoption 
Assistance state plan is incorporated 
into the Title IV-E Foster Care state 
plan, it skould be deleted from the list of 
state plans eligible for modification on 


the same basis as Title IV-E Foster 
Care. 

Response—The Department agrees 
with this comment, and has removed 
Adoption Assistance from the list. The 
final list of state plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated or substituted is 
published elsewhere in this Federal 
Register. The Department will update 
this list as necessary. 


Section 100.13 May the Secretary 
waive any provision of these 
regulations? 


Comment—This provision is 
unchanged from the NPRM, although the 
section number is changed. A few 
commenters objected to this waiver 
provision, apparently in the belief that it 
was a “loophole” allowing federal 
noncompliance with the Executive 
Order. 

Response—The Department is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If the 
Department uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Department will attempt, 
to the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the Department will keep 
records of all situations in which the 
emergency waiver is used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there were several other 
comments to which the Department 
would like to respond. 

Comment—Several commenters said 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget should have a stronger oversight 
role, thus ensuring that federal agencies 
carry out their obligations under the 
Order and these regulations. These 
commenters were concerned that 
federal agencies are not really 
interested in consulting with state and 
local governments and that, in the 
absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore their 
obligations. 

Response—The Department is fully 
committed to implementing all of the 
provisions of the Order and these 
regulations, and will act quickly to 
respond to complaints from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities that mistakes or omissions 
have been made with respect to the 
Department's obligations. 
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OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Department are responsible to 
the Secretary, who in turn is responsible 
to the President. 

Comment—A number of commenters 
reminded the Department and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies (e.g., 
environmental impact statements, 
historic preservation, civil rights, etc.). 

Response—The Department will 
continue to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
feasible, the Department will work with 
states to integrate handling of some of 
these crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state's 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Department will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 

Comment.—Some commenters asked 
how certain requirements concerning 
environmental impact statements, 
coastal zone management, and health 
systems agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to Federal agencies relating to 
these matters. 

Response.—Under these regulations, a 
state could, if it wished, designate the 
single point of contact or other entity to 
circulate documents and to bear the 
administrative responsibility for 
coordination and review. HHS may also 
continue any arrangements or 
relationships with entities in the state 
that now exist to facilitate this review 
and comment. Where a state wishes to 
do so, we encourage @ coordinated 
response under these regulations and 
other coordination requirements. 


Scope 


In addition to the general comments 
on program coverage discussed in 
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§ 100.3 of this preamble, the Department 
received a number of comments on 
either the criteria that we used for 
determining program coverage, or on 
specific programs that the commenters 
believed should be included or excluded 
under these regulations. These 
comments and our responses are 
summarized below: 

Comment.—Many commenters 
objected to the criteria that we used to 
develop Attachment A to the NPRM, 
which listed those programs that we 
believed are not subject to the Order. 
They stated that the only criterion that 
should be used is whether a program or 
activity “directly affects” state the local 
governments. 

Response.—The Department has 
revised the criteria for evaluating each 
program and activity in light of these 
comments. The process that we used 
was as follows: First, we determined 
whether a program or activity was 
classified by the Catalog of Federal 
Domestic Assistance as “federal 
financial assistance.” (The Department 
currently has no “direct federal 
development” projects.) Since the 
Executive Order covers only these two 
types of federal activity, the Department 
did not consider other types of 
programs. Second, the Department 
examined its financial assistance 
programs to determine if they met the 
tests established for exclusion by the 
July 14, 1982 White House Fact Sheet 
that accompanied the Executive Order 
{i.e., direct payments to individuals, 
financial transfers for which federal 
agencies have no funding discretion or 
direct authority to approve specific sites 
or projects, classified programs or 
activities where formal consultation 
would endanger national security). 
Programs that met these tests were then 
excluded. In addition, in accordance 
with the Fact Sheet, federally recognized 
Indian tribes are exempted from the 
requirements of the Order. Third, for the 
remaining federal financial assistance 
programs administered by HHS, the 
Department determined whether they 
directly affect state and local 
governments. After reexamining its 
programs using this process, the 
Department developed its final list of 
programs to be included under these 
regulations. This list is published as a 
separate notice in today’s Federal 
Register. We also believe that this list 
includes any program or activity subject 
to section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act. 

Comment.—Several States identified 
a number of research, demonstration 
and academic training programs that 


they believe should be subject to these 
regulations. 

Response.—In reexamining its 
proposed exclusions, the Department 
carefully considered the suggestions for 
including additional research, 
demonstration and academic training 
programs. However, the Department has 
concluded that the programs identified 
for exclusion in Attachment A to the 
NPRM do not directly affect State and 
local governments because: (1) They do 
not affect specific geographic areas, but 
rather add to the national knowledge 
base in a field of endeavor; (2) they are 
usually competed on a national basis 
and are not directly related to a specific 
geographic area; (3) the subject afeas of 
such projects are not directly related to 
the responsibilities of State and local 
governments; (4) they provide training to 
improve the skills and knowledge of 
individual practitioners in health and 
human services; and (5) they do not 
involve substantial construction, 
rehabilitation or physical change to the 
natural environment. 

Comment.—Several States 
recommended that programs providing 
direct payments to individuals or 
financial transfers with no federal 
funding discretion should be subject to 
these regulations, in order to allow State 
and local officials to monitor, anticipate 
and incorporate federal changes in such 
areas as shifts in eligibility 
requirements, formula-based 
allocations, etc. 

Response.—The Department has not 
included these programs under the 
regulations. Major changes in federal 
program eligibility requirements, 
formulas, and other policies in these 
programs are made by HHS through 
regulations (often in response to 
statutory mandates by Congress), which 
provide opportunity for state and local 
elected officials to comment on the 
proposed changes. 

Comment.—A number of commenters 
recommended that Health Maintenance 
Organizations (HMOs) be subject to 
these regulations. 

Response.—The Department has 
excluded HMOs for two reasons: (1) 
Public review of HMO applications 
could result in unauthorized disclosure 
of proprietary information that could 
seriously jeopardize the HMO's position 
in the marketplace; and (2) HMOs are 
already required to be licensed by the 
State. 

Comment.—Several States 
recommended that Professional 
Standards Review Organizations 
(PSROs) be subject to these regulations. 

Response.—The Department notes 
that under the Tax Equity and Fiscal 
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Responsibility Act of 1982, Congress 
changed the nature of this program. 
PSROs will be replaced by a new 
system of utilization and quality 
“utilization and quality control peer 
review organizations,” which will 
provide certain services for the 
Department under the Medicare 
program. These contractual 
arrangements are not federal financial 
assistance; furthermore, they deal with 
the federally-administered Medicare 
program. Consequently, the Department 
will exclude the program from coverage 
under these regulations. It should be 
noted that the statute permits States, at 
their option, to contract with the new 
organizations for conducting peer 
reviews under the Medicaid program. 
However, since this decision is within 
the States’ purview, it will not affect the 
federal-state consultation system 
established by the Executive Order. 

Comment.—Several States 
recommended that refugee and entrant 
assistance grants.provided to national 
voluntary agencies be subject to these 
regulations. 

Response.—The Department has not 
included these programs because their 
purpose is to assist the voluntary 
agencies to provide language training, 
employment counseling, job training and 
other services which will enable 
individual refugees and entrants to 
resettle in this country. 

Comment—The Department received 
comments and petitions from 
individuals and organizations objecting 
to the inclusion of Head Start. These 
commenters were concerned that the 
program's inclusion would jeopardize its 
success by giving State and local elected 
officials more power to interfere with 
Head Start projects. 

Response.—The Department has 
included the program under these 
regulations. We emphasize that 
coverage under these regulations merely 
provides State and local elected officials 
an opportunity to comment on Head 
Start projects through the State’s single 
point of contact. If the single point of 
contact transmits a State process 
recommendation, the Department is 
obligated either to accept that 
recommendation, negotiate a mutually 
acceptable solution, or explain why it 
did not accommodate the State process 
recommendation. In any case, the final 
decision continues to rest with the 
Department; no additional authority to 
approve or disapprove specific projects 
is provided to State and local elected 
officials under these regulations. 

Comment.—One commenter stated 
that Adoption Assistance should be 
excluded from coverage because, like 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


Title IV-E Foster Care, it is a financial 
transfer program for which HHS has no 
funding discretion or direct authority to 
approve specific sites or projects. 

Response.—The Department agrees 
with this comment, and has removed the 
Adoption Assistance program from the 
list of programs subject to these 
regulations. 

Comment.—One commenter objected 
to the inclusion of Cancer Construction 
and Venereal Disease Research, 
Demonstration and Public Information 
and Education Grants. This commenter 
objected to the inclusion of these two 
programs on the grounds that only those 
programs previously covered under A- 
95 should be included under the Order, 
and that any programs involving direct 
assistance to a non-governmental entity 
should be excluded from the Order. 


Response.—The Department has 
decided to include these programs. 
Cancer Construction involves the 
construction of new facilities, which 
directly affects State and local 
governments. Venereal Disease 
Research, Demonstration and Public 
Information and Education Grants are 
often made for the purpose of improving 
specific public education and 
information programs carried out by 
state and local governments, and thus 
should be included. 


Executive Order 12291, Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, and Paperwork 
Reduction Act. 


The Department has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Department and 
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allow state and local governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. It is also unlikely that its 
economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently, the Department certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
that this rule will not have a substantial 
economic impact on a significant 
number of small entities. This rule is not 
subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act, 
since it does not require the collection or 
retention of information. 


List of Subjects in 45 CFR Part 100 


Intergovernmental relations. 
Appendix—Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968, as amended; Section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966, as amended. 


BILLING CODE 4150-04-M 
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Section 401 of the Intergovern mental Cooperation Act of 1968, 31 U.S.C. 6506. 
36506. Development Assistance 


(2) The economic and social development of the United States and the achieve- 
ment of satisfactory levels of living depend on the sound and orderly development of 
urban and rural areas. When urbanization proceeds rapidly, the sound and orderly 
dévelopment of urban com munities depends to a large degree on the social and economic 
héalth and the sound development of smaller com munities and rural areas. 


(b) The President shall prescribe regulations governing the for mulation, evalua- 
tion, and review of United States Government programs and projects having a Significant 
impact on area and community development (including programs and projects providing 
assistance to States and localities) to serve most effectively the basic objectives of 
Subsection (a) of this section. The regulations shall provide for the consideration of 
concurrently achieving the following specific objectives and, to the extent authorized by 
law, reasoned choices shall be made between the objectives when they conflict: 

(1) appropriate land uses for housing, com mercial, industrial, govern- 
mental, institutional, and other purposes, 

(2) wise development and conservation of all natural resources. 

(3) balanced transportation systems, including highway, air, water, 
pedestrian, mass transit, and other means to move people and goods. 

(4) adequate outdoor recreation and open space. 

(5) protection of areas of unique natural beauty and historic and 
scientific interest. 

(6) properly planned com munity facilities (including utilities for 
Supplying power, water, and com munications) for safely disposing of wastes, 
and for other purposes. 

(7) concern for high standards of design. 


(c) To the extent possible, all national, regional, State, and local viewpoints 
shall be considered in planning development programs and projects of the United States 
Government or assisted by the Government. State and local government Lima and 
he objectives of regional organizations shall be considered within a framework of 
national public objectives expressed in laws of the United States. Available projections 
of future conditions in the United States and needs of regions, States, and localities shall 
be considered in plan for mulation, evaluation, and review. 


(d) To the maximum extent possible and consistent with national objectives, 
assistance for development purposes shall be consistent with and further the obdjectives 
of State, regional, and local comprehensive planning. Consideration shall be given to > 
developmental aspects of our total national community, including housing, transoor 
tion, economic development, natural and human resources development, community 
facilities, and the general improve ment of living environ ments. 


(e) To the maximum extent practicable, each executive agency carrying out a 
development assistance orogram shall consult with and seek advice from all other 
significantly affected executive agencies in an effort to ensure completely coordinated 
programs. To the extent possible, systematic planning required by individual United 
States Government programs (Such as highway construction, urban renewal, and open 
Space) Snail be coordinated with and, to the extent authorized by law, made part of 

comprehensive local and areawide development planning. 
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(8) When a law of the United States provides that both a special-purpose unit of 
local government and a unit of general local government are eligible to receive a loan or 
grant, the head of an executive agency shall make the loan or grant to the unit of general 
local government instead of the special-purpose unit of local government in the absence 
of substantial reasons to the contrary. ~ 
- (g) The President may designate an executive agency to prescribe regulations to 
Carry out this section. 


Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, 42 
U.S.C. 3334. 


$3334. Coordination of Federal aids in metropolitan areas. 


(a) All applications made after June 30, 1967, for Federal loans or grants to 
assist in carrying out open-space land projects or for the planning or construction of 
hospitals, airports, libraries, water supply and distribution facilities, sewerage facilities 
and waste treatment works, highways, transportation facilities, law enforcement 
facilities, and water development and land conservation projects within any metropolitan 
area Shall be sup mitted for review— : 

(1) to any areawide agency which is designated to perform metropolitan or 
regional planning for the area within which the assistance is to be used, and which is, to 
the greatest practicable extent, composed of or responsible to the elected officials of a 
unit of areawide government or of the units of general local government within whose 
jurisdiction such agency is authorized to engage in such planning, and 

(2) if made by a special purpose unit of local government, to the unit or 
units of general local government with authority to operate in the area within which the 
oroject is to be located. 


(b)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, each application shall 
be accompanied (A) by the comments and recommendations with respect to the project 
involved by the areawide agency and governing bodies of the units of general local 
government to which the application has been submitted for review, and (8B) by a 
statement by the applicant that such comments and recommendations have been con- 
sidered prior to formal submission of the application. Such comments snall include 
information concerning the extent to which the project is consistent with the com- 
prehensive planning developed or in the process of development for the metropolitan area 
or the unit of general local govern ment, as the case may be, and the extent to which such 
project contributes to the fulfiliment of such planning. The comments and recom menda- 
tions and the state ment referred to in this paragraph shall, except in the case referred to 
in paragraph (2) of this subsection, be reviewed by the agency of the Federal Government 
to which such application is su mitted for the sole purpose of assisting it in Geter mining 
whether the application is in accordance with the eee of Federallaw which govern 
the making of the loans or grants. 


(2) An application for a Federal loan or grant need not be accompanied by tne 
.comments and recommendations and the statements referred to in paragraph (l) of this 
supsection, if the applicant certifies that a plan or description of the project, meeting 
the requirements of such rules and regulations as may be prescribed under subsection (c) 
of this section, or such application, has lain before an appropriate areawide agency or 
instrumentality or unit of general local government for a period of sixty days witnout 
com ments or recom mendations thereon being made by such agency or instrumentality. 

(3) The requirements of paragraphs (1) and (2) shall also apply to any 
amendment of the application which, in light of the purposes of this subchapter, involves 
a majpr change in the project covered by the application prior to such amendment. 


(c) The Office of Management and Budget, or such other agency as may be 
designated by the President, is hereby authorized to prescribe such rules-and regulations 
as are deemed appropriate for the effective administration of this section. 


BILLING CODE 4150-04-C 
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1. For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the Department of amends 
Title 45, Code of Federal Regulations, by 
adding a new Part 100, to read as 
follows: 


PART 100—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

100.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

100.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

100.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

100.4 [Reserved] 

100.5 What is the Secretary's obligation with 
respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

100.6 What procedures apply to the selection 
of programs and activities under these 
regulations? 

100.7 How does the Secretary communicate 
with state and local officials concerning 
the Department's programs and 
activities? 

100.8 How does the Secretary provide states 
an opportunity to comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development? 

100.9 How does the Secretary receive and 
respond to comments? 

100.10 How does the Secretary make efforts 
to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

100.11 What are the Secretary's obligations 
in interstate situations? 

100.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

100.13 May the Secretary waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 

(48 FR 15887): Section 401 of the 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 

as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506); Section 204 of 

the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 

Development Act of 1966, as amended (42 

U.S.C. 3334). 


§100.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on siate processes and on siate, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 


federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Department, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Department or its officers. 


§ 100.2 What definitions apply to these 
reguiations? 

“Department” means the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS). 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
HHS or an official or employee of the 
Depariment acting for the Secretary 
under a delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 100.3 What programs and activities of 
the Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

The Secretary publishes in the Federal 
Register a list of the Department's 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations and identifies which 
of these are subject to the requirements 
of section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act. 


§ 100.4 [Reserved] 


§ 100.5 What is the Secretary's obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

The Secretary, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Department regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§ 100.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 100.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities, 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Secretary of the 


Department's programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Secretary of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the state shall submit to 
the Secretary an assurance that the 
state has consulted with local elected 
officials regarding the change. The 
Department may establish deadlines by 
which states are required to inform the 
Secretary of changes in their program 
selections. 

(d) The Secretary uses a state’s 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Secretary is notified of its 
selections. 


§ 100.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning the Department’s programs and 
activities? 


(a) For those programs and activities 
selected by a state process under 
§ 100.6, the Secretary, to the extent 
permitted by law: 

(1) Uses the state process to detemine 
views of state and local elected officials; 
and, 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the state 
process, as early in a program planning 
cycle as is reasonably feasible to 
explain specific plans and actions. 

(b) The Secretary provides notice to 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed federal finanical assistance or 
direct federal development if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
invovles a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. 

This notice may be made by publication 
in the Federal Register or other 
appropriate means, which the 
Department in its discretion deems 
appropriate. 


§ 100.8 How does the Secretary provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance and 
direct federal development? 

(a} Except in unusal circumstances, 
the Secretary gives state processes or 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities: 

(1) At least 30 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed direct federal development 
or federal financial assistance in the 
form of noncompeting continuation 
awards; and 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed direct federal development 
or federal financial assistance other 
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than noncompeting continuation 
awards. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 

(c) Applicants for programs and 
activities subject to section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Act shall allow areawide agencies a 60- 
day opportunity for review and 
comment. 


§ 100.9 How does the Secretary receive 
and respond to comments? 

(a) The Secretary follows the 
procedures in § 100.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 100.6. 

(b)(1) The single point of contract is 
not obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is-unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for review under a state 
process, state, areawide, regional and 
local officials and entities may submit 
comments either to the applicant or to 
the Department. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Department by the 
single point of contact, the Secretary 
follows the procedures of § 100.10 of this 
Part. 

(e) The Secretary considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Secretary 
is not required to apply the procedures 
of § 100.10 of this Part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the Department by a commenting 
party. 

(f) If an applicant receives comments 
under § 100.9(a)(2), (c) or (d) of this Part, 
it must forward such comments to the 
Department with its application 
materials. 


§ 100.10 How does the Secretary make 
efforts to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Department through its single point of 
contact, the Secretary either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of the 
decision as the Secretary in this or her 
discretion deems appropriate. The 
Secretary may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Secretary informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Department will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Secretary has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unsual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
explanation 5 days after the date such 
notification is dated. 


§ 100.11 What are the Secretary's 
obligations in interstate situations? 

(a) The Secretary is responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the 
Department’s program or activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Department's program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 100.10 of 
this Part if the Secretary receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. 

(b) The Secretary uses the procedures 
in § 100.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact. 


- 
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§ 100.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required state pians? 


(a) As used in this section: 

(1) “Simplify” means that a state may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a state plan. 

(2) “Consolidate” means that a state 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
state can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a state 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet Federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 
state may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required state plans without prior 
approval by the Secretary. 

(c) The Secretary reviews each state 
plan that a state has simplified, 
consolidated, or substituted and accepts 
the plan only if its contents meet 
Federal requirements. 


§ 100.13 May the Secretary waive any 
provision of these regulations? 


In an emergency, the Secretary may 
waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

2. Subchapter D and Subchapter K, 
Chapter I, Title 42 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations is amended as follows: 


TITLE 42—{AMENDED] 


‘PART 51c—GRANTS FOR 


COMMUNITY HEALTH SERVICES 


42 CFR Part 5ic is amended as 
follows: 

1. In § 51c.104, paragraph (b)(10) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§51c.104 Application. 
(b) * *+ 
(10) Evidence that all applicable 
requirements for review and/or 
approval of the application under Title 
XV of the Act have been met. 


. . * * * 


PART 52b—NATIONAL CANCER 
INSTITUTE CONSTRUCTION GRANTS 


42 CFR Part 52b is amended as 
follows: 
§52b.4 [Amended] 


1. Section 52b.4, Application, is 
amended by removing paragraph (e). 
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PART 55a—PROGRAM GRANTS FOR 
BLACK LUNG CLINICS 


42 CFR Part 55a is amended as 
follows: 


§ 55a.4 [Amended] 

Section 55a.4, What must an 
application for a Black Lung Clinic 
grant contain?, is amended by removing 
paragraph (e). 


PART 56—GRANTS FOR MIGRANT 
HEALTH SERVICES 


42 CFR Part 56 is amended as follows: 
1. In § 56.104, paragraph (b)(12) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 56.104 Application. 

(b) > a. 

(12) Evidence that all applicable 
requirements for review and/or 
approval! of the application under title 
XV of the Act have been met. 


* . * * * 


PART 122—HEALTH SYSTEMS 
AGENCIES 


42 CFR Part 122 is amended as 
follows: 

1. In section 122.1, paragraph (b) is 
reserved as follows: 


§ 122.1 Definitions. 
(b) (Reserved) 


2. In section 122.105, paragraph 
(a)(1)(vi) is revised to read as follows: 


§ 122.105 Selection of agencies. 
(a) 7 * * 
(1 ) * * * 


(vi) The adequacy of plans for 
developing working relationships with 
appropriate PSROs, State Agencies and 
Statewide Health Coordinating 
Councils; with health systems agencies 
which are designated for health services . 
areas within the same standard 
metropolitan statistical area (as 
determined by the Office of 
Management and Budget) as the health 
service area for which the applicant is 
seeking designation; and with other 
planning bodies, and 


* * - . * 


3. In § 122.107, paragraphs (c)(11) (iii) 
and (iv) are reserved as follows: 


§ 122.107 Full designation agreements. 


* * + - * 


()*** 
(11) ** * 

(iii) (Reserved) 
(iv) (Reserved) 


* * * * * 


4. In § 122.408, paragraph (b)(2) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 122.408 Procedures for submission of 
application. 


* * * * * 


(b) * * 

(2) A copy of each application for a 
noncompeting continuation grant not 
subject to review under this 
subparagraph shall be provided by the 
applicant to the health systems agency 
at the time the application is submitted 
to the Federal funding agency. 


* * * * 


5. In § 122.410, paragraph (a)(1)(v) is 
reserved as follows: 
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§ 122.410 Procedures for health systems 
agency review. 
(a) * * & 


2. 9% #78 


(v) (Reserved) 


* * * * * 


TITLE 45—{[AMENDED] 


PART 224—WORK INCENTIVE 
PROGRAMS FOR AFDC RECIPIENTS 
UNDER TITLE IV OF THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT 


45 CFR 244 is amended as follows: 
1. In § 244.11 paragraphs (d)(1) (ii) and 
(iii) are reserved as follows: 


§ 224.11 Annual State WIN plans. 
mr 
(ii) (Reserved) 
(iii) (Reserved) 


* * 


PART 1351—RUNAWAY YOUTH 
PROGRAM 


45 CFR Part 1351 is amended as 
follows: 

1. In § 1351.17, paragraph (c) is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 1351.17 How Is application made for a 
Runaway Youth Program grant? 
. * * * . 

(c) Submit a completed application to 
the Grants Management Office at the 
appropriate Regional Office. 

Dated: June 17, 1983. 

Margaret M. Heckler, 

Secretary of Health and Human Services. 
[FR Doc. 83-16963 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4150-04-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Programs subject to the Provisions of 
Executive Order 12372, 
intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs 


AGENCY: Department of Health and 
Human Services, Office of the Secretary. 


ACTION: Final notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice identifies the 
Department's programs that are subject 
to the provisions of Executive Order 
12372 and the regulations at 45 CFR Part 
100 (published elsewhere in today's 
Federal Register). 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gordon Boe, Special Assistant to the 
Deputy Under Secretary for 
Intergovernmental Affairs, Room 632-F, 
Hubert H. Humphrey Building, 200 
Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20201, (202) 245-6036. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983, the Department 
published a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking to implement Executive 
Order 12372. As part of the NPRM, we 


published a list of the Department's 
programs that were proposed for 
coverage under the Executive Order and 
the regulations. We also published a list 
of programs that we proposed for 
exclusion. We solicited public comments 
on both lists. 

This notice provides the final list of 
programs subject to the regulations at 45 
CFR Part 100. In the future, if the 
Department proposes to change this list 
by adding or deleting programs, we will 
publish the proposed changes in the 
Federal Register for public comment. 

The programs subject to the Executive 
Order and 45 CFR Part 100 are: 


13.217 
13.224 
13.246 
13.258 
13.260 


Family Planning Projects 

Community Health Centers 

Migrant Health Centers Grants 

National Health Service Corps 

Family Planning Services 

13.268 Immunization 

13.293 State Health Planning and 
Development Agencies 

13.294 Health Systems Agencies 

13.392 Cancer Construction 

13.600 Head Start 

13.623 Runaway Youth 

13.628 Child Abuse 

13.630** Developmental Disabilities—Basic 
Support and Advocacy Grants 

13.631 Developmental Disabilities—Special 
Projects 
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13.633** Aging—Title III A & B—Grants for 
Supportive Services and Senior Centers 

13.635** Aging, Title II] C—Nutrition 

13.645** Child Welfare Services—State 
Grants 

13.646°* WIN 

13.676 Surplus Property Utilization 

13.965 Black Lung Clinics 

13.977 Venereal Disease 

13.978 Venereal Disease Research, 
Demonstration and Public Information 
and Education Grants 

13.985 Eye Research—Construction 

13.987 Health Programs for Refugees 

13.988 Cooperative Agreements for State- 
Based Diabetes Control Programs 

13.990 National Health Promotion Training 
Network 

13.995 Adolescent Family Life 
Demonstration Program 

None Cuban-Haitian Special Placement 

None Refugee Assistance Targeted 
Assistance Grants to States 

None Entrant Assistance Targeted 
Assistance Grants to States 

Dated: June 17, 1983. 

Margaret M. Heckler, 

Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

[FR Doc. 63-16964 Filed 6-23-83; 6:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4150-04-M 


**Closed-ended formula grant programs to the 
States. 








iy 
WD 


! 


\ 


si 


tll 
y 


eg 


om me 
———————————— 
NE IN RS Tate 
ichAterdbiaadiniesctetandstieal 
PAS ERE LN ARERR SATIS 
EAE AAS ARTE 
(EA ORE De oss 
ARIAS I AA SE IM, 
a a 

— 

ws 

ms 


’ 


Cl 


ry 


; 


| 


Friday 
June 24, 1983 


Department of 
Housing and Urban 
Development = 


Office of the Secretary 





intergovernmental Review of HUD 
Programs and Activities; Final Rule and 
Notice 





29206 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


eS SR NEEL IPS A RR PB EAR LL ET ETO TS ec aC AR oe OF AL el CEB A AE I AN. 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


24 CFR Parts 50, 52, 570, 590, 595, 600, 
720, 841, 870, 880, 881, 883, 885 and 
891 


[Docket No. R-83-1070] 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, HUD. 
ACTION: Final rule. 





So . ] ¥ 
ations implement 


SUMMARY: These regula 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Int ergovern ‘mental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance programs 
and activities of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development 
Executive Order 12372 and these 
-gulations are intended to replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under Office of Management 
nd Budget (OMB) Circular A- 95. They 
also implement section 401 of the 
itergovernmenta! Cooperation Act of 
1968 and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dr. June Koch, Deputy Under Secretary 
ir Intergovernmentai Relations, Room 
10149, Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Washington, D.C., 
(202) 755-6580 (This is not a toll-free 
number.) 


ne ge INFORMATION: On 
ry 24. 1983, 26 federal agencies, 
wubli ished Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM} to carry out 
Executive Order 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. On February 23 
1983 (48 FR 7688), this Department 
published an NPRM to carry out the 
Executive Order. Subsequently, one 
more agency published an NPRM, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
The Department, in conjunction with the 
other 27 federal agencies and OMB, 
published a notice in the Federal 
Register on April 21, 1983 (48 FR 17101) 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the 
Department's rulemaking docket, the 
Department received approximately 160 
comments on government-wide issues 


during the comment period. In addition, 
the Department received 49 comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of this Department's programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 
issues pertaining only to the 
Department. 

In preparing the final rule, the 
Department considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Department has 
eral changes from the 

oposed rule. The Department is fully 

mimitted to one out Executive 

r 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 
with state and local elected officials a 
,:odate their concerns to th 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regi uplions 2 not 
become effectiv e on April 30, 1983, a 
the NPRM had contempia ated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federa!} Pros grams they 

ish to select for coverage. Responding 

2se requests, the President 
ed the Executive Order on April 
, ext g the effective date of 
1a] milena until September 
3 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983). 
Department's existing requirements 
dures under OMB Circular A- 
nue in effect until 
30, 1983. 


made sev 


to accomn 


uction to the Rules 


e President signed Executive Order 
“Intergovernmental Review of 
rams,’ on July 14, 1982 {47 
y 16, 1982). The objective 
e Executive Order are to foster an 
sengoeernniasial A iecer Im and a 
trengthened Federalism by relying on 
and local processes for state and 
| government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
e and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—Aliows states, after consultation wit 
local officials, to establish their own 
process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 
—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 
not; 
—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and, 


assistant 


—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A state must 
tell the federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with loca! governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiven ess gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 

s (other than indicating how federal 
cies will operate under such 
i re not applied. Existing 
ltation requirements of other 
or regula ti ons {except Circular 
in effect, 
se of t the dialectal 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 
While not required by the rule, most 
rocesses will likely include the 
lowing components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 
—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 
—Procedures to coordinate and manage 

the review and comment on proposed 

federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a slate process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 





—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 


Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
Preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency’s nonaccommodation. No other 
responsililities are prescribed by the 
federal government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 


and entities can then submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “State process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to such a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-By-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Department altered 
the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 





Proposed rule (section) 





a 
52.3... 
S2A........ 
52.5(a)... 
52.5(0) 
52.5(c} 
52.6(a) 
52.6(b) 
52.6(c) ... 
52.6(d)... 
52.6(e)... 
52.7(a)... 
52.7(b).. 
S26... 
$2.9 ...26- Ad 





Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§§ 52.5, 52.6(a), 52.7(b), and 
52.8{c)) are new. 


Section 52.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act of 1968 (section 401) as authority, 
did not specifically contain provisions to 
implement some of its requirements. Nor 
did the NPRM expressly implement 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act of 
1966 (section 204). The texts of sections 
401 and 204 are printed in the 
Department of Agriculture's final rule 
published elsewhere in this issue. (See 
Supplementary Information section of 
USDA's document.) 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statues. In response, the 
Executive Order was amended to cite 
section 204 as authority as well as 
section 401. Consequently, paragraph (a) 
of this section (as well as the authority 
citation for the entire regulation) now 
cites not only the Executive Order but 
also section 401 of the 
Intergovernmenta! Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonsiration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
Subsection (b) adds mention of 
“areawide” entities in keeping with 
section 204. Other provisions in these 
regulations carry out the Department's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Department, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 





29208 


recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the Department and other federal 
agencies on one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations presuppose, 
and rely on, the good faith of federal, 
state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another’s 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutory responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the regulation, 
the Department is stating only that these 
regulations are not grounds for judicial 
review of agency action beyond those 
afforded by the underlying statutes. 


Section 52.2 What definitions apply to 
these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Department does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Department 
would not use the term in any but its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Department chose not to include 
a definition of “direct federal 
development,” or “federal financial 
assistance.” Experience in other 
regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to draft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the list of program 
inclusions accompanying this 
rulemaking provide adequate 


operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

The Department also decided not to 
try defining ‘‘emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, the 
Department expects to use such 
provisions sparingly. Thus it would be 
counterproductive to attempt, through a 
definition, to limit this flexibility by 
anticipating all possible circumstances 
when it might be needed. 

The Department also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 52.10 
In this section, the Secretary accepts the 
state process recommendation or 
reaches a mutually agreeable solution. If 
the Department does not provide an 
accommodation in one of these two 
ways, it must provide an explanation. 
Since the Department believes the 
section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Department deliberated 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
The Department concluded a definition 
of this term would not materially help 
clarify those situations in which the 
Department has an obligation to 
“accommodate or explain” in response 
to comments and recommendations. The 
term’s function is discussed at great 
length in earlier and subsequent ' 
sections of this preamble, and this 
should provide sufficient information as 
to its meaning. 


Section 52.3 What programs and 
activities of the Department are subject 
to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to § 52.3 of the NPRM. A 
substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the federal 
government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that the 
elected officials participating through 
the state process are the only proper 
parties to decide what should be 
excluded from the state process. Other 
commenters objected to the various 
criteria used by the federal agencies in 
developing their lists of programs and 
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activities that were being proposed for 
exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial, 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide no-federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by, the proposed 
federal action. Programs and activities 
not falling into either of these categories 
are clearly outside the scope of the 
Order (e.g., CFDA Nos. 14.168 Land 
sales and 14.171 Manufactured 
Housing). It is appropriate for federal 
agencies to decide which of their 
activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic federal 
government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). The 
sheer volume of transactions 
representing direct payments to 
individuals and the need for timely 
disbursement precludes any reasonable 
attempt at review and comment. Many 
research and development grants are 
competed on a national basis and are 
awarded for studies unrelated to the 
responsibilities or interests of state and 
local government. 

A purpose of block grant programs is 
to give funding discretion to state and 
local governments. There is little point 
in requiring state and local coordination 
of funding decisions under block grants 
when the state and local governments, 
rather than the federal governments, 
have all the discretion with respect to 
grant applications or other decisions. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Department believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of program and activities 
which are eligible for selection for a 
state process. However, in response to 
comments, the Department has reviewed 
the criteria for exclusion as well as the 
particular exclusions that were 
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proposed in January. These criteria and 
particular exclusions are discussed in 
more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the 
Department is publishing a notice listing 
these “included” programs and 
activities. Included programs to which 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act of 
1966 applies are indicated with an 
asterisk (*). Section 204 obligations 
apply with respect to these programs 
only for projects or activities located in 
metropolitan areas. Otherwise, these 
projects are treated like any other 
program available for selection. This 
information is being published in a 
seperate notice rather than as part of 
this rule to allow future changes to be 
made more conveniently. The 
Department will seek public comment 
on proposed future program or activity 
exclusions as these occur. 


Section 52.4 What are the Secretary’s 
general responsibilities under the 
Order? 


There were no substative comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


Section 52.5 What is the Secretary’s 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Department and other 
federal agencies to do more in ensuring 
that federal agencies communicate not 
only with state and local elected 
officials but also with each other. The 
Department believes that this point is 
well taken. Many programs and projects 
require information or approvals from a 
number of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Department is adding 
a new section,,the language of which is 
derived from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Secretary, to 
the extent practicable, will consult with 
and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the Department regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. ° 


Section 52.6 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 52.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Department 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a state process. In particular, the 
Department does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
of.each local jurisdiction in a state 
before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 52.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Secretary with each change in its 
program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Department 
to establish deadlines for states to 
inform the Secretary of changes in 
program selections. The primary reason 
for this provision is to expedite 
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processing of assistance applications 
and to reach decisions on projects at 
times of heavy workload, such as the 
end of the fiscal year. For example, 
deadlines could be set to avoid having 
to make, on short notice, midstream 
changes in coordination procedures. In 
addition, the Department has made 
some editorial changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 52.7, discussed below. 


Section 52.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities? 


Paragraph (a) incorporates material 
from paragraphs § 52.3 of the NPRM, 
except that the final regulation specifies 
that the Secretary's obligation to 
communicate with state and local 
elected officials applies to programs and 
activities subject to the Order that are 
covered by a state process. This change 
is intended to emphasize that it is with 
the state process, not just a Governor's 
office or other state government entity, 
that the Secretary will communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Department must 
pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a state process. 
The Department may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interesied person or entity about one of 
the Department's programs or activities. 
Further, the Department need not rely 
on the state process or the single point 
of contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Department notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of sections 401 and 204 is the 
responsibility of the state process. The 
single point of contact could be the 
information channel for this purpose. 
The Department need not notify 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
separately in this situation, but may do 
so 


Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
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commenters on how the Department 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Department 
will carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed federal financial 
assistance. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., a notice in the 
Federal Register or in a publication 
widely available in the area potentially 
affected by the proposed federal action) 
or direct (e.g., a letter to the mayor of an 
affected city). The notice will alert the 
directly affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identifying who in 
the Department should be contacted for 
more information. 


Section 52.8 How does the Secretary 
provide states the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 52.6(c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 52.8(a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Secretary would give states at least 30 
days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Department has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
(including interstate matters) except 
with respect to federal financial 
assistance under the covered mortgage 
insurance programs and the Urban 
Development Action Grant program, for 
which the comment period would 
remain 30 days. The UDAG program 
funds eight times a year and the entire 
selection process cannot exceed 60 
days. 

The Secretary will establish, by notice 
to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information could 


be provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Department will provide 
notice, including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local entities. Because 
paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Secretary will establish this starting 
date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Secretary to establish 
deadlines for submission of various 
materials is no longer necessary and has 
been deleted. When establishing 
deadlines, the Secretary will ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application 
or project proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 52.6(a) of the NPRM. The 
provisions of this section apply to cases 
in which review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. This paragraph is 
intended to make clear that when this 
responsibility is delegated, these 
procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the state level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key element in any timely review, 
and that a full and complete application 
was generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. The Department is aware of 
these concerns, but in the interest of 
retaining as much flexibility as possible 
for the state process, has decided not to 
require applicants to submit notices of 
intent or full and complete applications 
at particular points in time to the state 
process. The Department encourages 
applicants at an early stage to notify 
and talk with officials and entities who 
have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the application. 

Paragraph (e) of § 52.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 52.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Secretary 
receives and responds to comments. 


Section 52.9 How does the Secretary 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 52.6(d) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Secretary's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 52.6(d) had provided that the 
Secretary would respond as provided in 
the Order to all comments from a state 
that are provided through a state office 
or official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
state and the federal agencies. 
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About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Department's decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966, the 
Department has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Department 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
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each state process. The Department is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Department. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Secretary 
to follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 52.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Department.) If these conditions are not 
met, the Secretary will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the federal 
government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the 
Department will always fully consider 
all comments it receives under these 
regulations. 

The Department's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Department's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undersirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-days review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 


period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Department will 
respond as provided in § 52.10 to a state 
process recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation or a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Department. The 
Department may request that all 
comments be transmitted with the state 
process recommendation. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Department before 
the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their comments directly to the 
Department concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Department all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as section 401 and 204 
specify, the Department considers all 
views from state, areawide, regional, 
and local entities or officials. It should 
also reassure concerned officials that 
their views are not subject to any 
“pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the 
Department makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 
state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 
if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process 
recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
may submit comments either to the 
applicant or to the Department. The 
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Department is obligated to consider 
these comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of the 
Department. The Department 
deliberated whether in this rule to 
require applicants to transmit all 
comments they had received. The 
Department decided not to impose such 
a requirement in this rule but expects 
applicants to do so. The Department 
retains the option of selectively 
requiring an applicant to do this as part 
of an application kit or in a notice of 
availability of funds. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Department's obligation to fully 
consider all the comments it receives 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities under these 
regulations, whether they are 
transmitted through a single point of 
contact or otherwise provided to the 
Department. This obligation derives 
directly from sections 401 and 204. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that the Department and other federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although the Department recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Department does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. The 
Department believes that each state 
process should establish the “paper 
flow” procedures best suited to its 
situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, the Department will expect 
the applicant to forward those 
comments with its application to the 
Department. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the state process recommendation to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact. The point here is that state 
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processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the federal government with each 
application, and thus alleviate concerns 
that the application and comments 
might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Department. 


Section 52.10 How does the Secretary 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact, the Department becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Department need 
not accomodate or explain comments 
that: (1) Do not compose or form the 
state process recommendation, or (2) are 
not provided through a single point of 
contact. The Department will fully 
consider al! such comments, but there 
will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“making efforts to accommodate or 
explain” a state process 
recommendation means: (1) Accepting 
that recommendation, (2) reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution through the 
state process, or (3) giving the state a 
timely, simple explanation of the 
Department's decision. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 

§ 52.({a)(3) of the final rule provides that 
all explanations of nonaccommodation 
will be in writing. This is not to say that 
the Department may not also inform the 
single point of contact of a 
nonaccommodation by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or in a personal 
meeting. However, whether or not such 
conversation or communication occurs, 
the Department will always send a 
written explanation of the 
nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Department will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Department believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Department believes that ten days will 
be adequate time for the state process to 
formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Department has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Department has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 


communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the 
Department sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Department will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the 
Department sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Department will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Department's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 52.11 What are the Secretary's 
obligations in interstate situations? 


This section is based on § 52.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases except covered mortgage 
insurance programs. 

The Department received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
situations. Most of these comments 
asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
did not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
interstate metropolitan areas and the 
designated areawide entities that 
represent them. 

The Department does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Department's interest to have affected 
states mutually agree on the 
Department's programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
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case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Department will work with officials of 
states involved in an interstate situation 
in an attempt to secure this agreement. 
This should not be a regulatory 
requirement, however. 

The Department believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)}(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Department will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Department with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Department if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments represents jurisdictions in 
an interstate area including parts of 
Maryland, Virginia and the District of 
Columbia. If that Council of 
Governments has been delegated a 
specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Department, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Department 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
If a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state's single point of contact, 
the Department would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 


Section 52.12 [Reserved] 


This section has been reserved since 
the Department currently administers no 
programs which require submission of 
state plans. 


Section 52.13 May the Secretary waive 
any provision of these regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Department is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If the 
Department uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Department will attempt, 
to the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the waiver will be written and 
will be made only on a determination of 
good cause supported by reasons and 
facts. The Department will keep records 
of all situations in which the emergency 
waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to the Department to 
which the Department would like to 
respond. Several commenters said that 
the Office of Managment and Budget 
should have a stronger oversight role, 
thus ensuring that federal agencies carry 
out their obligations under the Order 
and these regulations. Behind these 
comments seems to be a concern that 
federal agencies are not really 
interested in consulting with state and 
local governments and a view that, in 
the absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies, would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Department wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations, and 
will act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Department's obligations. 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
forcefully is an important part of the 
Administration's Federalism policy, and 
the Administration’s policymaking 
officials intend the policy to be carried 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 


of this Department are responsible to 
the Secretary, who in turn is responsible 
to the President for carrying out 
important Administration policy. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded the Department and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Department will continue 
to follow-all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the 
Department will work with states to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state's 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Department will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 
Scope Issue—Background 


In its NPRM, the Department provided 
a List of Proposed Exclusions from 
Scope and a List of Proposed Inclusions, 
These two lists identified all HUD 
programs contained in the Catalogue of 
Federal Domestic Assistance. Fifty-nine 
programs were proposed for exclusion 
and ten for inclusion. 

The programs proposed for exclusion 
were the following: 

(1) All 23 of the single family mortgage 
insurance programs (CFDA Nos. 14.105, 
.108, .110, .117 through 123, .125, .130, 
132, .133, .140, .142, .152, .159, .161, .162, 
.165, and .166). 
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(2) All 21 of the multifamily mortgage 
insurance programs and related 
programs (CFDA Nos. 14.103, .112, .115, 
.116, .124, .126 through .129, .134, .135, 
.137, .138, .139, .149, .151, .153, .154, .155, 
.164, and .167). 

(3) Two of six assisted housing 
programs (CFDA Nos. 14.156 Existing 
Housing component of the Section 8 
program, and 14.157 Housing for the 
Elderly and Handicapped). 

(4) Five of seven community planning 
and development programs (CFDA Nos. 
14.218 CDBG Entitlement Grants, 14.220 
Section 312 Rehabilitation Loans, 14.222 
Urban Homesteading, 14.228 CDBG, 
State’s Program and 14.229 CDBG 
Discretionary Fund). 

(5) Three of four fair housing and 
equal opportunity programs (CFDA Nos. 
14.400 Equal Opportunity in Housing, 
14.402 Nondiscrimination in Federally- 
Assisted Programs, and 14.403 
Community Housing Resource Board 
Program). 

(6) Five of six miscellaneous programs 
(CFDA Nos. 14.141 Nonprofit Sponsor 
Assistance Program, 14.168 Land Sales, 
14.171 Manufactured Housing—Mobile 
Home Construction, 14.207 New 
Communities—Loan Guarantees, and 
14.506 General Research and 
Technology Activity). 

The ten programs proposed for 
inclusion were the following: 

(1) Five of six assisted housing 
programs (CFDA Nos. 14.146 Low 
Income Housing—Assistance Program, 
14.147 Low Income Housing— 
Homeownership Opportunities for Low 
Income families, 14.156 all components 
of the Section 8 program except Existing 
Housing, 14.158 Comprehensive 
Improvement Assistance Program, and 
14,170 Congregate Housing). 

(2) Two of six community planning 
and development programs (CFDA Nos. 
14.219 CDBG Small Cities Program and 
14,221 Urban Development Action 
Grants Program). 

(3) One of three fair housing and equal 
opportunity programs (CFDA No. 14.401 
Fair Housing Assistance Program). 

(4) Two of five miscellaneous 
programs (CFDA Nos. 14.169 Housing 
Counseling Program, 14.211 Surplus 
Land for Low and Moderate Income 
Housing). 

The Department received 49 
comments concerning the proposed 
program inclusions and exclusions. 
Seven commenters urged that CFDA No. 
14.401 Fair Housing Assistance Program, 
and one commenter urged that CFDA 
No. 14.221 Urban Development Action 
Grants Program, be excluded from the 
scope of this rule. 
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Forty-one commenters made either 
general objections to the Department's 
rte exclusions or requested that 

pecific programs be included within the 
scope of this rule. The Department 
received specific inclusion requests for 
every program proposed for exclusion 
é pont the aera CFDA 14.168 Land 

Sales, 14.171 Manufactured Housing, 

14 402 Nondiscriminaticn in Housing 
and 14.506 General Research and 
Technology. 

Many of the comments which raised a 
general objection to the proposed 
exc clusion cbjected to the Department 
making any decision concerning 
program inc slusion. These comments are 
addressed supra under the discussion of 


pcope Decisions 


fter considering the public comment 
the Department has determined to 


grams within the scope of 


multifamily 
programs 
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units in 
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proposals will be 
overnmenta! review 
y appear to involve 
activities covered by Sec. 204 of 
Demonstration cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 

(4) There is no change from the NPRM 
with respect to the fair housing and 
equal opportunity programs. CFDA No. 
14.401 Fair Housing Assistance Program 


remains included. Coverage, however, is 
limited to applications to Type I 
competitive component of this program. 

(5) There is no change from the NPRM 
BS * which miscellaneous programs are 
included. CFDA Nos. 14.169 Housing 
Counseling Program and 14.211 heaton 
Land Program are included. The 
thresholds for the Surplus Land Program 
are the 200/50 units thresholds 
applicable to the multifamily mortgage 
insurance programs unless financial 
assistance is to be provided under one 
of the assisted housing programs with 
50/25 units thresholds in which case the 
lower thresholds apply. 


respect to the mortgage 
rance programs, several 
commenters requesten that all or most 
of these programs be covered by the 


inte! governm iental reviev 


c 1 essent ially 
the 1e commer 
y steel conce 
E throu gh the requi ren 
ing me et local zoning 
building code S, th e 
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include eny | am that involves 
bstantial cc struc ction rehabili tation 


510n 1s whether 


nce — ided 


act ON an area anc lis 
ity development Th he 
also acknowledges that too 
ich emphasis may have been placed 
in the NPRM on the nature of the 
participants. 

Nonetheless, the Department 
disagrees with the commenters who 
urged ir ling the single family 
mortgage insurance prog grams. These 
programs provide no federal financial 
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assistance for the construction of the 
housing involved. HUD single family 
mortgage insurance merely provides an 
alternative source of financing to the 
ultimate individual homebuyer once the 
housing has been constructed. The 
housing is developed with no federal 
assistance and can be constructed 
regardless of whether or not HUD 
determines that mortgage insurance will 
be available to eligible purchasers. 

In contrast, HUD under certain 
multifamily mortgage insurance 
programs insures the mortgage advances 
which finance the construction of 
projects. The ace. ert of the project for 
mortgage insurance is usually essential 

for the project to proceed 

The Depar tment has included, within 
the scope of this rule, its multifamily 
mortgage insurance programs to the 
extent they involve insuring mortgages 
to finance the construction or 
substantia! rehabilitation of projects 
containing 200 or more units in urban 
areas and 50 or more units in nonurban 
areas. The thresholds are intended to 
assure that the review process is 
directed to ward projects which could 
have a significant impact on an area. 

The Department has not included 
CFDA Nos. 14.116 Mortgage Insurance— 
Group |] Facilities, 14.128 

nce—Hospitals or 

age Insurance—Nursing 

cations under these 
equire approval by local 
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> 200/50 unit thresholds 
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insurance programs. In addition the 
Department will use thresholds of 50 or 
more units in an urbanized area and 25 
or more units in nonurbanized areas 
with respect to the assisted housing 
programs that involve new construction 


respect 
programs. Th 
this pro 
applied | 
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and substantial rehabilitation (CFDA 
Nos. 14.146, .147 and .156). 


Community Planning and Development 


The Department received serveral 
comments requesting inclusion of each 
of the CDBG programs (CFDA Nos. 
14.218, 14.219, 14.228, 14.229). The 
Department of HUD proposed to exclude 
all but CFDA No. 14.228 HUD 
administered Small Cities Program. 

Those commenters who stated 
reasons in support of their request for 
inclusion of these programs stressed the 
fact that these programs have a 
significant impact on the areas involved. 
The Department has no argument with 
this point. The basis for the proposed 
exclusion of three of these programs is 
not that the programs have little impact 
on the areas involved but that the 
Department has little or no funding 
discretion or direct authority to approve 
specific site or projects. 

The Order and this rule have been 
revised since publication of the NPRM 
to state expressly that they implement 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act of 
1966. Since assistance under the 
Entitlement Program is sometimes 
provided for water and sewer type 
facilities covered by section 204, HUD 
has made this program subject to this 
rule with respect to those portions of 
final statements which consist of 
planning or construction of a water or 
sewer facility in a metropolitan area. 

The Department has determined to 
exclude CFDA No. 14.219 CDBG Small 
Cities Program because 46 states have 
opted to administer a small cities 
program under CFDA No. 14.228 State’s 
Program. It is anticipated that the State’s 
Program ultimately will completely 
replace the Small Cities Program. 
However, if a number of states, as is 
their option, discontinue administering 
the State’s Program, the Department will 
consider, at a future time, adding the 
Small Cities Program to the list of 
included programs. 


Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity 


The Department received seven 
comments urging the CFDA 14.401, Fair 
Housing Assistance Program be 
excluded from the scope of this rule. The 
commenter argued that this program 
should be excluded because: 

1. There are several layers of local 
review under current procedures of 
“substantially equivalent” FHAP 
agencies; 

2. The review process could be abused 
to favor state agencies over local 
agencies; 


3. The review process could be abused 
to interfere with civil rights enforcement 
activities; 

4. State and local elected officials 
currently have a level of control over 
whether a state or local agency is 
eligible for Fair Housing Assistance; 

5. The nature of the FHAP programs is 
such that there is little purpose to be 
served by the review process. 

The Department does not believe that 
the concerns of abuse are well founded. 
The intergovernmental review process is 
a statutorily and Executive Order based 
process for obtaining the view of 
entities, including state and local elected 
officials concerning federal decisions 
which significantly affect their areas. 
The ultimate funding decisions remain 
with the federal government and must 
conform to program criteria. The 
Department sees no reason why 
commenters under the process would 
attempt to misuse this process and even 
if biased comments were received, the 
Department sees little risk that they 
would interfere with the Department's 
ability to administer the program in 
accord with applicable standards. 

The Department also believes that the 
arguments concerning the existence of 
review and of state and local control, 
under current state and local procedures 
is directed more appropriately to the 
state’s decision to select this program. 

The Department believes, with respect 
to the type I noncompetitive component 
of the FHAP program, that the 
commenters are correct in their claims 
that little purpose would be served by 
making these applications subject to this 
rule. Funding under this component is 
formula based and is basically 
dependent on the number of housing 
complaints processed by the agency in 
the preceding year. Furthermore, 
program participants simply perform a 
function which otherwise would be 
carried out by the Department. 
Accordingly, the Department has 
modified its program inclusion to 
indicate that only applications under the 
type II competitive component of the 
FHAP program are subject to this rule. 
However, since the type II FHAP 
component is a national competition, 
with final selection based upon a 
ranking of all proposals against one 
another, the Department foresees the 
possibility that some states may not 
choose to designate this program for 
review. Where it has been designated, 
HUD will consider any comments that 
may be offered by individual states or 
by localities in light of the national 
criteria and ranking factors to be used to 
select proposals to be forwarded. 


Miscellaneous Programs 


Several commenters listed CFDA No. 
14.141 Non profit Sponsor Assistance 
Program as a program that should be 
included under the scope of this rule. In 
each of these comments the program 
was included in a list of other programs 
which the commenter wanted included. 
None of the commenters provided 
reasons for inclusion that were 
specifically related to this program. The 
Department believes that including the 
Housing for Elderly and Handicapped 
Program (CFDA No. 14.157) eliminates 
any need to include this program since it 
only provides seed money to sponsors of 
elderly and handicapped projects. 

Several commenters included CFDA 
No. 14.207 New Communities in their 
lists of programs to be included under 
the scope of the rule. The Department 
has not included the program because it 
has been phased out and the 
Department is not accepting any new 
applications. 


Other Matters 
National Environmental Policy Act 


A Finding of No Significant Impact 
with respect to the environment has 
been made in accordance with HUD 
regulations in 24 CFR Part 50, which 
implement Section 102(2)(C) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969. The finding is available for public 
inspection during regular business hours 
in the Office of the Rules Docket Clerk, 
Room 10278, 451 Seventh Street, S.W.., 
Washington, D.C. 20410. 


Executive Order 12291 


This final rule would not constitute a 
“major rule” as that term is defined in 
section 1(b) of the Executive Order on 
Federal Regulation issued by the 
President on February 17, 1981. Analysis 
of the rule indicates that it would not: (1) 
Have an annual effect on the economy 
of $100 million or more; (2) cause a 
major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
federal, state or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; or (3) 
have a significant adverse effect on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 


Semiannual Agenda 


This rule was listed at 48 FR 18065 as 
Item S—1-83 in the Department's 
Semiannual Agenda or Regulations 
published on April 25, 1983, pursuant to 
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Executive Order 12291 and the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 


This final rule is not subject to section 
3504(h) of the Paperwork Reduction Act, 
since it would not require the collection 
or retention of information. 


Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program Numbers 


The Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance program numbers are: 14.146, 
14.156, 14.207, 14.218, 14.221, and 14.229. 


List of Subjects 
24 CFR Part 50 
Environmental impact statements. 
24 CFR Part 52 
Intergovernmental relations. 
24 CFR Part 570 


Community development block grants, 
Grant programs—housing and 
community development, Loan 
programs—housing and community 
development, Low- and moderate- 
income housing, New communities, 
Pockets of poverty, Small cities. 


24 CFR Part 590 


Government property, Homesteading, 
Housing, Intergovernmental relations, 
Loan programs—housing and 
community development. 


24 CFR Part 595 


Community development, Grant 
programs—housing and community 
development, Urban renewal. 


24 CFR Part 600 


American Samoa, Community 
facilities, Energy conservation, 
Environmental protection, Grant 
programs—housing and community 
development, Guam, Housing, 
Intergovernmental relations, Northern 
Mariana Islands, Pacific Islands Trust 
Territory, Virgin Islands. 


24 CFR Part 720 


Grant programs—housing and 
community development, Loan 
programs—housing and community 
development, New communities, 
Technical assistance, Securities, 
Community development, Housing. 


24 CFR Part 841 
Loan programs—housing and 
community development, Public 


housing, Prototype costs, Cooperative 
agreements, Turnkey. 


24 CFR Part 870 
Public housing. 


24 CFR Part 880 


Grant programs—housing and 
community development, Rent 
subsidies, Low- and moderate-income 
housing. 


24 CFR Part 881 


Grant programs—housing and 
community development, Rent 
subsidies, Low-and moderate-income 
housing. 


24 CFR Part 883 


Grant programs—housing and 
community development, Rent 
subsidies, New construction and 
substantial rehabilitation. 


24 CFR Part 885 


Aged, Grant programs—housing and 
community development, Handicapped, 
Loan programs—housing and 
community development, Low-and 
moderate-income housing. 


24 CFR Part 891 


Grant programs—housing and 
community development, 
Intergovernmental relations, Housing. 

For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development amends Title 
24, Code of Federal Regulations as 
follows: 


1. Part 52 is revised to read as follows: 


PART 52 INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF 
HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 
52.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

52.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

52.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

52.4 What are the Secretary's general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

52.5 What is the Secretary's obligation with 
respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

52.6 What procedures apply to the selection 
of programs and activities under these 
regulations? 

52.7 How does the Secretary communicate 
with state and local officials concerning 
the Department's programs and 
activities? 

52.8 How does the Secretary provide states 
an opportunity to comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development? 

52.9 How does the Secretary receive and 
respond to comments? 

52.10 How does the Secretary make efforts 
to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 
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Sec. 

52.11 What are the Secretary's obligations 
in interstate situations? 

52.12 -[Reserved] 

52.13 May the Secretary waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 (47 FR 30959), amended April 8, 1983 (48 

FR 15887); sec. 401, Intergovernmental 

Cooperation Act of 1968, as amended (31 

U.S.C. 6506); sec. 204 of the Demonstration 

Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 

1966, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3334); sec. 7(d), 

Department of Housing and Urban 

Development Act (42 U.S.C. 3535(d)). 


§ 52.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Department, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Department or its officers. 


§ 52.5 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 


“Department” means the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development or an official or 
employee of the Department acting for 
the Secretary under a delegation of 
authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariaha 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 
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§ 52.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 


The Secretary publishes in the Federal 
Register a list of the Department's 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations and identifies which 
of these are subject to the requirements 
of section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act. 


§ 52.4 What are the Secretary’s general 
responsibilities under the Order? 


(a) The Secretary provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would provide the 
_ non-federal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed federal 
financial assistance from, or direct 
federal development by, the 
Department. 

(b) If a state adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development, the 
Secretary, to the extent permitted by 
law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine official views of state and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
state and local elected officials’ 
concerns with proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that are communicated 
through the state process; 

(4) Allows the states to simplify and 
consolidate existing federally required 
state plan submissions; 

(5) Where state planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of state plans for federally 
required state plans; 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected state and local elected officials 
in one state with those of another state 
when proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal development 
has an impact on interstate metropolitan 
urban centers or other interstate areas; 
and : 

(7) Supports state and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 
planning organization which is 
federally-funded, which has a limited 
purpose, and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
state or local elected officials. 


§ 52.5 What Is the Secretary's obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

The Secretary, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Department regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§52.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these reguiations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 52.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Secretary of the 
Department's programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Secretary of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the state shall submit to 
the Secretary an assurance that the 
state has consulted with local elected 
officials regarding the change. The 
Department may establish deadlines by 
which states are required to inform the 
Secretary of changes in their program 
selections. 

(d) The Secretary uses a state’s 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Secretary is notified of its 
selections. 


§ 52.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local officials 


(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under § 52.6, 
the Secretary, to the extent permitted by 
law— 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and, 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the state 
process, as early in a program planning 
cycle as is reasonably feasible to 
explain specific plans and actions. 

(b) The Secretary provides notice to 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development if— 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. 
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This notice may be made by 
publication in the Federal Register or 
other appropriate means, which the 
Department in its discretion deems 
appropriate. 


§ 52.8 How does the Secretary provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance and 
direct federal development? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Secretary gives state processes or 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and 
entities— 

(1) At least 30 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
under a covered mortgage insurance 
program or under the Urban 
Development Action Grant Program. 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
other than under a covered mortgage 
insurance program. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 

(c) Applicants for programs and 
activities subject to section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Act shall allow areawide agencies a 60- 
day opportunity for review and 
comment. 


§52.9 How does the Secretary receive 
and respond to comments? 

(a) The Secretary follows the 
procedures in § 52.10 if— 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 52.6. 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
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and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Department by the 
single point of contact, the Secretary 
follows the procedures of § 52.10 of this 
Part. 

(e) The Secretary considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Secretary 
is not required to apply the procedures 
of § 52.10 of this Part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the Department by a commenting 
party 


§ 52.10 How does the Secretary make 
efforts to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 


(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Department through its single point of 
contact, the Secretary either— 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of its 
decision, as the Secretary in his or her 
discretion deems appropriate. The 
Secretary may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Secretary informs the single point of 
contact that— 

(1) The Department will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Secretary has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 52.11 What are the Secretary's 
obligations in interstate situations? 

(a) The Secretary is responsible for— 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 


process and which select the 
Department's program or activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Department's program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 52.10 of 
this Part if the Secretary receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. 

(b) The Secretary uses the procedures 
in § 52.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact. 


§ 52.12 [Reserved] 


§ 52.13. May the Secretary waiver any 
provision of these regulations? 

Upon determination of good cause, the 
Secretary may waive any provision of 
these regulations. Every waiver is in 
writing and sets forth the facts and 
reasons upon which the Secretary relies 
in waiving the provisions. 


PART 50—PROCEDURES FOR 
PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 


2. In § 50.25, the introductory text is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 50.25 Public participation. 

HUD shall inform the affected public 
about NEPA-related hearings and public 
meetings and environmental documents. 
Project actions which result in a FONSI 
normally require only notification to the 
state process adopted under part 52 of 
this chapter, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Department of HUD Programs”. In all 
cases HUD shall mail notices to those 
who have requested them. Additional 
efforts for involving the public in 
specific notice or compliance 
requirements shall be made in accord 
with the NEPA-related statutes and 
Executive Orders and their 
implementing procedures identified in 
§ 50.4. 


* * * * 


3. In § 50.31, paragraph (c) is revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 50.31 Environmental assessments. 

(c) Comments received from the state 
process adopted under part 52 of this 
chapter, “Intergovernmental Review of 
HUD Programs” or from states and local 
environmental agencies shall be 
considered in the preparation of the EA 
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and be reported in any Draft EIS when it 
is circulated for review. 


PART 570—COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS 


§§ 570.310, 570.312, 570.400 and 570.403 
[Amended] 

4. In Part 570, §§ 570.310, 570.312(g), 
570.400(d), and 570.403(c)(5) are removed 
and reserved. 


PART 590—URBAN HOMESTEADING 


§ 590.11 [Amended] 


5. In § 590.11, paragraph (c) is 
removed and reserved. 


PART 595—NEIGHBORHOOD SELF- 
HELP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 


§ 595.109 [Removed and Reserved] 


6. In Part 595, § 595.109 is removed 
and reserved. 


PART 600—COMPREHENSIVE 
PLANNING ASSISTANCE 


§§ 600.7, 600.160, 600.170, and 600.250 
[Amended] 


7. In Part 600, §§ 600.7(j), 600.160, 
600.170, and 600.250(c) are removed and 
reserved. 


PART 720—FINANCING PUBLIC AND 
PRIVATE NEW COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 


§ 720.43 [Removed and Reserved] 


8. In Part 720, § 720.43 is removed and 
reserved. 


PART 841—PUBLIC HOUSING 
DEVELOPMENT 


9: In § 841.405, paragraph (b) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 841.405 Technical processing and 
approval. 


* * * * * 


(b) Technical Processing. Upon 
determining that a proposal is 
acceptable for technical processing, the 
field office shall: 

(1) Send a notification to the chief 
executive officer (or designee) of the 
unit of general local government 
pursuant to Section 213 of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 
1974 (42 U.S.C. 1439), inviting a response 
within thirty (30) calendar days from the 
date of the field office transmittal letter; 

(2) Evaluate the proposal to determine 
compliance with all program 
requirements and, if applicable, the 
comments received from the unit of 
general local government; 

(3) Complete an environmental review 
in accordance with the requirements of 
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the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969; and 

(4) Determine the appraised value of 
the site or property. 


* * 7 * . 


PART 870—PHA-OWNED PUBLIC 
HOUSING PROJECTS—DEMOLITION 
OF BUILDINGS OR DISPOSITION OF 
REAL PROPERTY 


§ 870.9 [Removed and Reserved] 


10. In Part 870, § 870.9 is removed and 
reserved. 


PART 880—SECTION & HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS PROGRAM 
FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION 


11. In § 880.302, paragraph (c) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 880.302 Procedures for resumption of 
processing of proposals and preapproved 
site requests. 

(c) Section 213 Clearance. Upon 
receipt of notification from an owner 
that he/she wishes processing of a 
proposal to be resumed, the unit of 
general local government will be 
notified under Part 891 of the resumption 
of processing and asked for comments 
(1) if the proposal is more than 6 months 
old or (2) if there has been a substantive 
change in the local Housing Assistance 
Plan. 


* * ak * * 


12. In § 880.304 paragraph (e) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 880.304 Publication of NOFA and receipt 
of proposais. 

(e) Proposals will be accepted by the 
field office beginning on the published 
opening date for submission and may be 
opened for review immediately. The 
contents will remain confidential until 
sent by the field office to the local 
government for review or, in the case of - 
projects for elderly families, until the 
deadline dated has passed, whichever is 
earlier. 

13. In § 880.306, paragraph (c) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 880.306 Preliminary evaluation and 
technical processing. 


(c) Technical Processing. 

(1) In accordance with the procedures 
in 24 CFR, Part 891, a description of each 
proposal placed in technical processing 
will be sent to the unit of general local 
government for review and comment. 

(2) Technical processing in the field 
office will include a review of the rents 
(see paragraph (c)(3) of this section), 


site, design, experience of the owner 
and other participants, local government 
comments, extent of displacement and 
feasibility of relocation, feasibility of the 
project as a whole (including financing 
and marketability) and compliance with 
all applicable standards and 
requirements, including a HUD review 
for consistency with the Housing 
Assistance Plan, or for determination of 
need in areas without a Housing 
Assistance Plan, pursuant to 24 CFR 
Part 891. Any deficiencies found will be 
treated in the same manner as 
deficiencies found during preliminary 
evaluation (see paragraph (a)(4) of this 
section). 


* * * * * 


14. In § 880.307, paragraphs (b) and (d) 
are revised to read as follows: 


§ 880.307 Selection of proposals and use 
of remaining or additional contract 
authority. 


* * * * * 


(b) If the available contract authority 
is insufficient to select all proposals 
found approvable in technical 
processing, all approvable proposals 
will be ranked by household type 
(elderly and non-elderly). If the NOFA 
indicated that a specific portion of the 
contract authority may be utilized only 
for small projects, any proposals for 
such projects shall be ranked separately 
and not in competition with other 
nonelderly proposals. The ranking 
factors are: rents; site (including 
minority concentration considerations); 
design; previous experience of the 
owner and other participants in 
development, marketing and 
management (particularly of non-elderly 
family housing); comments from the 
local government and responsiveness to 
preferences and priorities of any 
applicable Housing Assistance Plan 
and/or Areawide Housing Opportunities 
Plan; extent of displacement and 
feasibility of relocation; and feasibility 
of the project as a whole (including 
likelihood of financing and 
marketability). Within the ranking for 
non-elderly family proposals, preference 
points will be given to small projects 
and partially-assisted projects (except 
partially-assisted projects relying on 
permanent financing available through 
the Government National Mortgage 
Association under the authority of 
Section 305 of the National Housing 
Act). Any deviation in the ranking 
procedures as set forth in this paragraph 
and the program handbook must be 
approved by the Assistant Secretary for 
Housing and included in the developer’s 
packet. 


* * * * * 
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(d) Units of general local government 
notified under § 880.306(c) will be 
notified of the field office’s decision 
regarding the proposals within their 
jurisdiction. 


* * * * * 


PART &81—SECTION 8 HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS PROGRAM 
FOR SUBSTANTIAL REHABILITATION 


15. In § 881.302, paragraph (c) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 881.302 Procedures for resumption of 
processing of proposals and preapproved 
site requests. 


® * * * * 


(c) Section 213 clearance. Upon 
receipt of notification from an owner 
that he/she wishes processing of a 
proposal -to be resumed, the unit of 
general local government will be 
notified under Part 891 of the resumption 
of processing and asked for comments 
(1) if the proposal is more than 6 months 
old or (2) if there has been a substantive 
change in the local Housing Assistance 
Plan. 


* * * * * 


16. In § 881.304, paragraph (f) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 881.304 Publication of NOFA and receipt 
of proposals. 

(f)} Proposals will be accepted by the 
field office beginning on the published 
opening date for submission and may be 
opened for review immediately. The 
contents will remain confidential until 
sent by the field office to the local 
government for review or, in the case of 
projects for elderly families, until the 
deadline date has passed, whichever is 
earlier. 

17. In § 881.306, paragraph (c) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 881.306 Preliminary evaluation and 
technical processing. 
(c) Technical processing. (1) In 
accordance with the procedures in 24 
CFR, Part 891, a description of each 
proposal placed in technical processing 
will be sent to the unit of general local 
government for review and comment. 
(2) Technical processing in the field 
office will include a review of the rents 
(see paragraph (c)(3) of this section), 
site, physica! condition of the property, 
its suitability for rehabilitation and 
whether or not the work proposed is 
adequate and can be feasibly 
accomplished; overall design; 
experience of the owner and other 
participation, and local government 
comments, extent of displacement 
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feasibility or relocation, feasibility of the 
project as a whole (including financing 
and marketability) and compliance with 
all applicable standards and 
requirements, including a HUD review 
for consistency with the Housing 
Assistance Plan, or for determination of 
need in areas without a Housing 
Assistance Plan, pursuant to 24 CFR, 
Part 891. Any deficiencies found will be 
treated in the same manner as 
deficiencies found during preliminary 
evaluation (see paragraph (a)(4) of this 
section). 


7 * * * 


18. In § 881.307, paragraphs (b) and (d) 
are revised to read as follows: 


§ 881.307 Selection of proposals and use 
of remaining or additionai contract 
authority. 


. * - * 7 


{b) If the available contract authority 
is insufficient to select all proposals 
found approvable in technical 
processing, all approvable proposals 
will be ranked by household type 
{elderly and non-elderly). If the NOFA 
indicated that a specific portion of the 
contract authority may be utilized only 
for small projects, any proposals for 
such projects shall be ranked separately 
and not in competition with other 
nonelderly proposals. The ranking 
factors are: rents; site (including 
minority concentration consideration); 
design; suitability and potential of 
property for rehabilitation and adequacy 
of rehabilitation proposed; previous 
experience of the owner and other 
participants in development, marketing 
and management (particularily of non- 
elderly family housing}; comments from 
the local government and 
responsiveness to preferences and 
priorities of any applicable Housing 
Assistance Plan and/or Areawide 
Housing Opportunities Plan; extent of 
displacement and feasibility of 
relocation; and feasibility of the project 
as a whole (including likelihood of 
financing and marketability). Within the 
ranking for non-elderly family 
proposals, preference points will be 
given to small projects (where no 
specific amount of contract authority is 
made available in the NOFA) and 
partially-assisted projects (except 
partially-assisted projects relying on 
permanent financing available through 
the Government National Mortgage 
association under authority of section 
305 of the National Housing Act). Any 
deviation in the ranking procedures as 
set forth in this paragraph and the 
program handbook must be approved by 


the Assistant Secretary for Housing and 
included in the developer's packet. 


* . * * * 


(d) Units of general local government 
notified under § 881.306(c) will be 
notified of the field office’s decision 
regarding the proposals within their 
jurisdiction. 


* * * * * 


§§ 881.704 and 881.707 [Amended] 


19. In Part 881, §§ 881.704(b), 881.707 
(f} and (j) are removed and reserved. 


PART 883—SECTION 8 HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS PROGRAM— 
STATE HOUSING AGENCIES 


20. In § 883.403, paragraph (b) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 883.403 HFA submission of proposals. 


* * - * + 


(b) Previous Participation; Review 
and Comment by Local Government. (1) 
The HFA and the HUD field office may, 
where feasible, develop procedures by 
which the previous participation review, 
and the local government review and 
comment under Part 891 are initiated 
prior to Proposal submission. The 
Proposal may not be approved until the 
HUD field office has received a copy of 
the response from the Chief Executive 
Officer of the unit of general local 
government where appropriate, pursuant 
to 24 CFR Part 891. 

(2) If special procedures as described 
in paragraph (b)(1) of this section are 
not adopted, the HUD field office will 
conduct its previous participation 
review or initiate Part 891 review and 
comment procedures after the Proposal 
has been submitted. 


* * . * * 


21. In § 883.405, paragraph (b) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 883.405 Notification of acceptability of 
proposal. 

(b) Notification. The unit of general 
local government must be notified by 
HUD of its final action at the time the 
HFA is notified. 


PART 885—LOANS FOR HOUSING 
FOR THE ELDERLY OR HANDICAPPED 


22. In § 885.220, paragraph (d)(1) is 
removed, paragraphs (d) (2), (3), (4), (5) 
and (6) are redesignated as (d) (1), (2), 
(3), (4) and (5) and newly designated 
paragraphs (d)(2) and (e) are revised to 
read as follows: 


§ 885.220 Review of application for fund 
reservation. 


* ~ - * * 
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(d) Technical Processing. When an 
Application is determined to be 
complete and responsive to the 
Invitation, technical processing, 
consisting of the following, shall be 
accomplished: 

(1) * * * 

(2) The Application will be evaluated 
by the field office on the basis of those 
factors which may be necessary to 
determine the eligibility and 
acceptability of the Sponsor and 
Borrower, acceptability of the Jocation 
(site), acceptability of the design 
concept, compliance with the Fair 
Market Rent Limits, and the comments, 
if any, received during the response 
period from the appropriate unit of 
general local government. 


* * * * * 


(e) For each allocation area, the field 
office shall rank in order each 
Application on the basis of its 
assessment of the Borrower's 
qualifications, the proposed site, the 
design concept, and the comments, if 
any, received from the unit of general 
local government. The field office shall 
identify for selection the highest ranking 
Applications in descending order which 
most reasonably approximate the 
estimated maximum number of units 
which can be funded in any allocation 
area under the allocation of fund 
authority: Provided, however, That in 
accordance with 24 CFR 891.404{d) 
priority will be given to acceptable 
Applications from localities which did 
not previously receive assistance. 


PART 891—REVIEW OF 
APPLICATIONS FOR HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE AND ALLOCATIONS OF 
HOUSING ASSISTANCE FUNDS 


23. In § 891.202, paragraph (b)(7) is 
removed and reserved and the 
introductory text to paragraph (a) is 
revised to read as follows: 


. 


§ 891.202 Notification of local 
government. 


(a) The field office shall notify the 
chief executive officer of the local 
government having a HAP, no later than 
ten working days after receipt (or 
completion of any preliminary review 
and determination that the application is 
acceptable for further processing), that 
an application for housing assistance to 
be provided in that jurisdiction has been 
received and is under consideration. 

(b) * * * 

(7) [Reserved] 

24. In § 891.205, paragraph (b) is 
revised to read as follows: 
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§ 891.205 HUD review of application for 
housing assistance. 


* * * * * 


(b) Review process. The field office 
finding of consistency or inconsistency 
shall be based on the information 
provided in the HAP, the application for 
housing assistance, and an analysis of 
the comments of the local government, 
including comments submitted by the 
chief executive officer on behalf of the 
local government. 


* * * * * 


25. In § 891.303, paragraph (b)(3) is 
removed and reserved and the 
introductory text to paragraph (a) is 
revised as follows: 


§ 891.303 Notification of local 
government. 


(a) The field office shall notify the 
chief executive officer no later than 10 
working days after receipt (or 
completion of any preliminary review 
and determination that the application is 
acceptable for further processing) that 
an application for housing assistance to 
be provided in that jurisdiction has been 
received and is under consideration. 


(b) zs *« 
(3) [Reserved] 


26. In § 891.305, paragraph (b) is 
revised to read as follows: 
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§ 891.305 HUD review of applications for 
housing assistance. 

(b) In determining whether an 
application will be approved, the field 
office shall consider the comments 
provided by the local government 
including comments submitted by the 
chief executive officer on behalf of the 
local government. The field office shall 
make an independent determination as 
to whether there is a need for housing 
assistance and whether facilities and 
services are adequate before approving 
the application. 

Dated: June 16, 1983 
John J. Knapp, 
Acting Secretary, Housing and Urban 
Development. 
[FR Doc. 83-16843 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4210-01-M 





29222 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Notices 


ee ee TT 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


[Docket No. N-83-1253] 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Office of the 
Secretary. 


ACTION: Notice Identifying Programs 
Subject ot 24 CFR Part 52 
Intergovernmental Review of 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development Programs and Activities. 


SUMMARY: This Notice identifies those 
HUD programs which provide federal 
financial assistance that are subject to 
the intergovernmental review process 
contained in 24 CFR Part 52. It also 
indicates for certain programs 
thresholds or other matters defining the 
activities, under these programs, that 
are subject to the intergovernmental 
review process. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dr. June Koch, Deputy Under Secretary 
for Intergovernmental Relations, Room 
10140, Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Washington, D.C. 
20410, telephone (202) 755-6480. This is 
not a toll-free number. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department is issuing a final rule in 
today’s Federal Register amending 24 
CFR Part 52 to implement Executive 
Order 12372, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Federal Programs.” Section 52.3 of the 
rule provides that the Secretary will 
publish in the Federal! Register a list of 
the Department's programs and 
activities that are subject to Part 52. 
Section 52.3 provides further that the list 
will identify with an asterisk (*) those 
programs that are subject to section 204 
of the Demonstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966. 

This Notice in accordance with 24 
CFR 52.3 identifies the progams and 
activities subject to Part 52. This Notice 
is effective September 30, 1983, the 
effective date of the amended Part 52 
rule. 


The Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
(48 FR 7688, February 23, 1983) 
proposing to amend Part 52 contained 
two lists of HUD programs: those 
programs proposed to be subject to Part 
52 procedures and those programs 
proposed to be excluded from the scope 
of Part 52. The Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking sought public comment on 
these proposals. The preamble to the 
final rules in today’s Federal Register 
responds to those comments. 

The Department will seek public 
comment on future changes in the list of 
programs subject to 24 CFR Part 52. 


(Sec. 7(d), Department of HUD Act (42 U.S.C. 
3535(d)}); Executive Order 12372, July 14, 1982 
(47 FR 30959), amended April 18, 1983 (48 FR 
15887)) 


Dated June 16, 1983. 
John J. Knapp, 


Acting Secretary, Housing and Urban 
Development. 


HUD Programs Subject to 24 CFR Part 52, 
Intergovernmental Review of HUD Programs 


(Programs marked with an asterisk (*) are 
subject to Section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 
1966) 


INSURED HOUSING 
DFDA | 24CFR 
No | } 


Program name 


234 Mortgage insurance—Construction 
| or Substantial Rehabilitation of 

| Condominium Projects. 

| Mortgage insurance—Development 
of Sales Type Cooperative Proj- 

} ects. 

213 | Mortgage Insurance—investor Spon- 

sored Cooperative Housing. 

205 | Mortgage Insurance—Land Develop- 
| ment and New Communities. 

213 | Mortgage insurance—Management 
| Type Cooperative Projects. 

207 | Mortgage insurance—Manufactured 
(Mobile) Home Parks. 

207 Mortgage Insurance—Rental Hous- 


213 


221 | Mortgage insurance—Rental Hous- 
| ing for Moderate Income Families. 

221 | Mortgage insurance—Rental and 
| Cooperative Housing for Low and 
| Moderate income Families, Market 
interest Rate. 

231 | Mortgage Insurance—Rental Hous- 

ing for the Elderly 

220 | Mortgage Insurance—Rental Urban 

Renewal 
241 | Supplemental Loan insurance—Mul- 
|  tifamity Rental Housing. 

An application under these programs is subject to Part 52 
procedures if it involves insurance of advances for the 
construction or substantial rehabilitation of a project contain- 
ing 200 or more units in an urbanized area or 50 or more 
units in a nonurbanized area. There are no thresholds for 
applications under CFDA No. 14.125 


14.139 | 
14.151 


Devers 


ASSISTED HOUSING 





| 


14.156 880, 881, 883, 864, 
and 886. 
14.157 | 685 


income Families. 

Low Income Housing 
Assistance Program. 
Housing for the Elderly or 

Handicapped. 


Publi : 
Comprehensive 
Improvement 
Assistance Program. 

Congregate Housing 
Services Program. 





An application under CFDA Nos. 14.146, .147, or .156 is 
subject to Part 52 procedures if it involves the construction 
cr substantial rehabilitation of a project containing 50 or 
more units in an urbanized area or 25 or more units in a 
nonurbanized area. 

An application under CFDA No. 14.157 is subject to Part 
52 procedures if it involves the construction or substantial 
rehabilitation of a project containing 200 or more units in an 
urbanized area or 50 or more units in a nonurbanized area. 


COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 





Program name 


14.218 570 | Community Development  Biock 
Grants/Entitlement Grants”. 
570 | Urban Development Action Grants* 


sepimcesillinmensas aoe 


“Only those portions of final statements under CFDA No. 
14.218 that consist of planning or construction of a water or 
sewage facility in a metropolitan area are subject to Part 52 
procedures. HUD may be unable to accommodate state 
process recommendations concerning particular activities 
since HUD has only limited authority to refuse to fund an 
eligible activity 


14.221 | 


FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 


CFDA | 24CFR | 

No | part 

: t+} 
14.401 | 111 | Fair Housing Assistance Program. 


Program name 


An application under CFDA No. 14.401 is subject to Part 
52 procedures if it is for type i—competitive funding. 


MISCELLANEOUS PROGRAMS 


CFDA 


No Program name 


| 
Pe Bi cssecviccnornns | Housing Counseling Program. 
14.211 } vesossseveeeeene] SUNPlus Land for Low and Moderate 
Income Housing. 
— — — = — 
An application under CFDA No. 14.211 is subject to Part 
52 procedures if it involves the construction or rehabilitation 
of a project containing 200 or more units in an urbanized 
area or 50 or more units in a nonurbanized area unless 
assistance is to be provided under an assisted housing 
program with 50 and 25 unit thresholds in which case the 
lower thresholds apply. 


[FR Doc. 83-16844 Filed 6-23-83; 6:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Office of the Secretary 


43 CFR Part 9 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of the interior Programs 
and Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, Interior. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development programs and 
activities of the Department of the 
interior. Executive Order 12372 and 
these regulations are intended to replace 
the intergovernmental consultation 
system developed under Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-95. They also implement section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act. 

DATE EFFECTIVE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Office of Acquisition and Property 
Management, Division of Acquisition 
and Grants, 18th and C Sireets, N.W.., 
Washington, D.C. 20240 (202) 343-6431. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3152}, the 
Department of the Interior along with 25 
other federal agencies, published 
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM) to carry out Executive Order 
12372 or notices proposing that their 
programs not be subject to the Order. 
Subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. On March 24, 1983 (48 
FR 12409) the Department published a 
notice in the Federal Register which 
contained a list of programs under 
which states may opt to use the E.O. 
12372 process and a list of programs 
with existing consultation processes. 
This notice extended the comment 
period to April 1, 1983. The Department, 
in conjunction with the other 27 federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on April 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101) reopening the comment 
period, scheduling a public meeting for 
May 5, 1983, and requesting comments 
on several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the 
Department's rulemaking docket, the 
Department received approximately 160 
comments on government-wide issues 
during the comment period. In addition, 
the Department received 19 comments 
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specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of this Department's programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 
issues pertaining only to the 
Department. 

In preparing the final rule, the 
Department considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Department has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Department is fully 
commiited to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 
with state and local elected officials and 
to accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 5587, April 11, 1983). The 
Department's existing requirements and 
procedures under OMB Circular A-95 
will continue in effect until September 
30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—Allows states, after consultation with 

local officials, to establish their own 

process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 
not; 

—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and, 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) a state must tell 
the federal agency which programs and 
activities are being included under the 
state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 
—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 
—Procedures to coordinate and manage 

the review and comment on proposed 

federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and, 





—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
Preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. For proposed 
actions under programs or activities not 
selected, the federal agency would 
provide notice, opportunities for review, 
and consideration of comments 
consistent with the provisions of other 


applicable statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the ‘““accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency’s nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 


A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
participating in the state process and 
transmitted by the single point of 
contact. The recommendation can be a 
consensus, or views may differ. A state 
process recommendation which is a 
consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to a state process recommendation. A 
state process recommendation can be 
transmitted on proposed actions under 
either selected or nonselected programs 
or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Department altered 
the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§§ 9.5, 9.6{a), (9.7(b), and 
9.8(c)) are new. 


Section 9.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing Section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. 

The text of Section 401 is printed in 
the Department of Agriculture's final 
rule published elsewhere in this issue 
(See Supplementary Information Section 
USDA's document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under this statute. In response, 
paragraph (a) of this section (as well as 
the authority citation for the entire 
regulation) now cites not only the 
Executive Order but also Section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 
Other provisions in these regulations 
carry out the Department's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Department, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. A 
few commenters suggested deleting the 
language in paragraph (c) of this section 
which says that the regulations were not 
intended to create any right of judicial 
review. The rule retains this language. 
Clearly, the purpose of the Executive 
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Order and these regulations is to foster 
improved cooperation between the 
Department and other federal agencies 
on one hand, and state and local elected 
officials on the other. The Order and 
these regulations presuppose, and rely 
on, the good faith of federal, state and 
local officials in communicating with 
one another and seeking to understand 
one another's concerns. To regard these 
regulations as rigid procedures intended 
to provide new opportunities for 
litigation would be wholly contrary to 
their purpose. Agencies have statutory 
responsibilitie under the laws on which 
these rules are based. In some cases, 
courts have held agency actions to be 
judicially reviewable under these 
statutes. By retaining paragraph (c) in 
the regulation, the Department is stating 
only that these regulations are not 
grounds for judicial review of agency 
action beyond those afforded by the 
underlying statutes. 


Section 9.2 What definitions apply to 
these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Department does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Department 
would not use the term in any but its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Department chose not to include 
a definition of “state plans,” “direct 
federal development,” or “federal 
financial assistance.” Experience in 
other regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the lists of state plans 
and program inclusions accompanying 
this rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

The Department also decided not to 
try defining “emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 


underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, the 
Department expects to use such 
provisions sparingly, and only when 
absolutely necessary. Thus it would be 
counterproductive to attempt, through a 
definition, to limit this flexibility by 
anticipating all possible circumstances 
when it might be needed. 

The Department also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 9.10. 
In this section, the Secretary accepts the 
state process recommendation or 
reaches a mutually agreeable solution. If 
the Department does not provide an 
accommodation in one of these two 
ways, it must provide an explanation. 
Since the Department believes the 
section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Department considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
The Department concluded that a 
definition of this term would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Department has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term’s function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble, 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 9.3 What programs and 
activities of the Department are subject 
to these regulations? 


Paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section 
are substantively very similar to 
paragraphs 3(a) and (c) of the NPRM. A 
substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
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assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 
clearly outside the scope of the Order 
(e.g., Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities, procurement of military 
weapon systems). It is appropriate for 
federal agencies to decide which of their 
activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Department believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of programs and 
activities which are eligible for selection 
for a state process. While the 
Department did not propose any 
exclusions, we did propose to continue 
existing consultation processes and 
published a list of programs and 
activities with such processes on March 
24, 1983 (48 FR 12409). Based on 
comments received by the Department 
and discussed in detail in that section of 
the preamble covering scope issues, the 
Department's rule continues to require 
use of existing consultation processes as 
proposed. To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection using this rule, the Department 
is publishing a listing of programs and 
activities eligible for E.O. 12372 process 
use. This information is being published 
as a separate list rather than as part of 
this rule to allow future changes to be 
made more conveniently. The 
Department will seek public comment 
on proposed future program or activity 
exclusions as these occur. 
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Section 9.4 [Reserved] 


Section 9.5 What is the Secretary's 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Department and other 
federal agencies to do more in ensuring 
that federal agencies communicate not 
only with state and local elected 
officials but also with each other. The 
Department believes that this point is 
well taken. Many programs and projects 
require information or approvals from a 
number of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Department is adding 
a new section, the language of which is 
derived from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Secretary, to 
the extent practicable, will consult with 
and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the Department regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. 


Section 9.6 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 9.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 


with one another. The Department 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a state process. In particular, the 
Department does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
of each local jurisdiction in a state 
before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 9.5 of the 
NPRM. Language added to paragraph (c) 
of the final rule specifies that the state 
must submit to the Secretary with each 
change in its program selections an 
assurance that local elected officials 
were consulted about the change. This 
language emphasizes the continuing 
obligation of states to involve local 
elected officials in decisions concerning 
what programs are selected for the state 
process. The paragraph also allows the 
Department to establish deadlines for 
states to inform the Secretary of changes 
in program selections. The primary 
reason for this provision is to expedite 
processing of assistance applications 
and to reach decisions on projects at 
times of heavy workload, such as the 
end of the fiscal year. For example, 
deadlines could be set to avoid having 
to make, or short notice, midstream 
changes in coordination procedures. In 
addition, the Department has made 
some editorial changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 9.7, discussed below. 


Section 9.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities? 


Paragraph (a) incorporates materials 
from §§ 9.3(b) and 9.6(b) of the NPRM, 
except that the final regulation specifies 
that the Secretary's obligation to 
communicate with state and local 
elected officials applies to programs and 
activities subject ot the Order that are 
covered by a state process. This change 
is intended to emphasize that it is with 
the state process, not just a Governor's 
office or other state government entity, 
that the Secretary will communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
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state process. The Department mus 
pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a state process. 
The Department may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
the Department’s programs or activities. 
Further, the Department need not rely 
on the state process or the single point 
of contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Department notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of Section 401 is the responsibility of the 
state process. The single point of contact 
could be the information channel for this 
purpose. The Department need not 
notify areawide, regional, and local 
entities separately in this situation, but 
may do so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Department 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Department 
will carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., a notice in the 
Federal Register or in a publication 
widely available in the area potentially 
affected by the proposed federal action) 
or direct (e.g., a letter to the mayor of an 
affected city). The notice will alert the 
directly affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identifying who in 
the Department should be contacted for 
more information. 


Section 9.8 How does the Secretary 
provide states the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 9.6(c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 9.8(a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Secretary would give states at least 30 
days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
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days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Department has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
(including interstate matters) except 
with respect to federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards, for which the 
comment period would remain 30 days. 

The Secretary will establish, by notice 
to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 to 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information could 
be provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Department will provide 
notice, including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional or local entities regarding the 
proposed federal action. Because 
paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Secretary will establish this starting 
date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Secretary to establish 
deadlines for submission of various 
materials is no longer necessary and has 
been deleted. When establishing 
deadlines, the Secretary will ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application 
or project proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 9.6{a) of the NPRM. The 
provisions of this section apply to cases 
in which review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. This paragraph is 
intended to make clear that when this 
responsibility is delegated, these 
procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the state level. 

The Department encourages 
applicants at an early stage to notify 
and talk with officials and entities who 
have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the application. 

Paragraph (e) of § 9.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 9.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Secretary 
receives and responds to comments. 


Section 9.9 How does the Secretary 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 9.6(e) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Secretary's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 9.6({e) had provided that the 
Secretary would respond as provided in 
the Order to all comments from a state 
that are provided through a state office 
or official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
state and the federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact of expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition of concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnesessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Department's decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmentail Cooperation Act, the 
Department has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 
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We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Department 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Department is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Department. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Secretary 
to follow the “accommodate of explain” 
procedures of § 9.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Department.) If these conditions are not 
met, the Secretary will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
"accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration’s 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the "accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the 
Department will always fully consider 
all comments it receives under these 
regulations. 

The Department's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Department's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
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aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that is would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Department will 
respond as provided in section 9.10 to a 
state process recommendation which 
does not represent a consensus. This 
means that the single point of contact 
will not have to submit a 
recommendation representing 
unanimous agreement for the 
recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Department. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Department before 
the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their comments directly to the 
Department concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Department all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as Section 401 specifies, the 
Department considers all views from 
state, areawide, regional, and local 
entities or officials. It should also 
reassure commenters that the views of 
concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the 
Department makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 


state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 
if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process 
recommendation, state, regional and 
local officials and entities may submit 
comments to the Department. The 
Department is obligated to consider 
these comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of the 
Department. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Department's obligation to consider all 
the comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Department. This 
obligation derives directly from Section 
401. A number of commenters suggested 
that the Department and other federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each state process, that comments from 
the state process should be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant should 
attach these to the application, that the 
state process should be able to require a 
“notice of intent,” that federal agencies 
should not act on an application before 
receiving comments from the state 
process, that federal agencies require 
applicants to submit materials requested 
by the state process, and that federal 
agencies should have applicants 
themselves contact interested local 
parties. 

Although the Department recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Department does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. The 
Department believes that each state 
process should establish the “paper 
flow” procedures best suited to its 
situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, the Department will expect 
the applicant to forward those 
comments with its application to the 
Department. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the state process recommendation to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact. The point here is that state 
processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the Federal Government with each 
application, and thus alleviate concerns 
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that the application and comments 
might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Department. 


Section 9.10 How does the Secretary 
inake efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact, the Department becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Department need 
not accommodate or explain comments 
that: (1) do not constitute or form the 
state process recommendation, or (2) are 
not provided through a single point of 
contact. The Department will fully 
consider all such comments, but there 
will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the Department 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 
whether or not such a conversation or 
communication occurs, the Department 
will always send a written explanation 
of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Department will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Department believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance or the start 
of direct federal development, a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Department believes that ten days will 
be adequate time for the state process to 
formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Department has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Department has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of the 
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communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the 
Department sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Department will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the 
Department sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated that what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commeniers felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Department will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Department's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 9.11 What are the Secretary’s 
obligations in interstate situations? 


This section is based on § 9.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases except noncompeting continuation 
awards. 

The Department received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
situations. Most of these comments 
asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
did not agree with one another. 

The Department does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Department's interest to have affected 
states mutually agree on the 
Department's programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Department will work with officials of 
states involved in an interstate situation 
in an attempt to secure this agreement. 
This should not be a regulatory 
requirement, however. 

The Department believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 


paragraph {a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Department will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Department with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Department if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments represents jurisdictions in 
an interstate area including parts of 
Maryland, Virginia and the District of 
Columbia. If that Council of 
Governments has been delegated a 
specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Department, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Department 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
if a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state’s single point of contact, 
the Department would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 


Section 9.12 How may a state simpiify, 
consolidate or substitute Federally 
required state plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. The Department did receive a 
number of comments on this section, 
however. Several agreed that states 
should be able to simplify state plans, 
but objected to allowing states to 
consolidate their plans. The reasons for 
these objections differed; most appeared 
to be from those who feared that 
consolidation of state plans would cause 
the interests of particular groups or 
particular programs to be ignored. As 
this section merely implements the 
requirement of the Order that federal 
agencies allow the consolidation of state 
plans, the Department had little 
discretion in developing this provision. 
In addition, the Department has the 
obligation to ensure that any simplified 
or consolidated state plan continues to 
meet all federal requirements. For 
example, a consolidated plan that failed 
to meet statutory or regulatory 
requirements for a particular program 
would not be accepted. 
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One commenter recommended that an 
appeals process be established to deal 
with situations in which federal 
agencies disapprove modified state 
plans. The Department believes that 
such a process is not necessary, because 
if a federal agency disapproves a 
modified plan for failure to meet federal 
requirements, the state can appeal the 
decision through normal agency 
mechanisms. In any event, during the 
review process before disapproval, the 
Department will work with states to 
resolve problems that could impede 
approval. 

A few commenters recommended 
there be a federal “single point of 
contact" for state plans or other 
purposes. The Department believes this 
idea would net work, because of 
differing agency responsibilities under 
the wide variety of program statutes 
that various federal agencies carry out. 
In addition, federal agencies need to 
retain existing delegations of state plan 
approval authority. However, the 
Department and other federal agencies 
will each designate a focal point with 
whom states can deal on state plan 
matters. In addition, the federal agencies 
having state plans intend to establish an 
informal interagency steering group, 
which will meet quarterly to discuss 
state plan matters. Through this steering 
group, as well as by interagency 
contacts in specific situations, federal 
agencies will coordinate with each other 
in cases when states consolidate plans 
across federal lines. This coordination 
should promote consistent 
determinations among and within 
agencies on state plans. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the federal agencies develop a model 
state plan format that could be used by 
the states. While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific state questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other states), we believe 
that states should be free to develop 
their own formats to reflect their own 
situations. Consequently, the 
Department will not develop model 
formats, since formats developed as 
models for the voluntary uses of states 
could come to be regarded, either by 
federal agencies or by states, as 
required. 

A list of state plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated, or substituted 
for, appears elsewhere in today’s 
Federal Register and will be updated 
periodically. 
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Section 9.13 May the Secretary waive 
any provision of these regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Department is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If the 
Department uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Department will attempt, 
to the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the Department will keep 
records of all situations in which the 
emergency waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to the Department to 
which the Department would like to 
respond. Several commenters said that 
the Office of Management and Budget 
should have a stronger oversight role, 
thus ensuring that federal agencies carry 
out their obligations under the Order 
and these regulations. Behind these 
comments seems to be a concern that 
federal agencies are not really 
interested in consulting with state and 
local governments and a view that, in 
the absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Department wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations, and 
will act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Department's obligations. 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
forcefully is an important part of the 
Administration's Federalism policy, and 
the Administration's policymaking 
officials intend the policy to be carried 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 


has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Department are responsible to 
the Secretary, who in turn is responsible 
to the President for carrying out 
important Administration policy. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded the Department and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Department will continue 
to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the 
Department will work with states to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state’s 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Department will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements and coastal zone 
management would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to Federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal! 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasiblé, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 


The Department received 19 
comments dealing specifically with the 
programs of the Department or the scope 
of those programs as treated in the 
proposed rules. Of these 19 comments, 
three commenters contributed a total of 
six comments, each of them submitting 
two separate comments. The comments 


29231 


ranged from local governments to State 
governments. 

Seven commenters wrote to the 
Department before its lists of programs 
were available, essentially asking for 
the lists. The Department's lists were 
published in the Federal Register on 
March 24, 1983 (48 FR 12409). One of 
these commenters later said that it 
agreed with the list of programs, and 
with those which it could opt to use 
under Executive Order 12372, and 
agreed to incorporate existing 
consultation processes in its own State 
process. Two of the commenters 
included separate, but identical, lists of 
programs which they suggested should 
be available for use under the Executive 
Order process. The Department's list of 
programs under the process included all 
of those programs. Another of the 
commenters suggested that the list when 
finally published be standardized. Since 
programs vary from agency to agency, 
the Department does not believe that a 
standardized list can serve any useful 
purpose toward the implementation of 
the Executive Order. Finally, one of 
these commenters later stated that it 
would like to reserve the right to 
integrate or suggest adaptations to 
existing processes so as to include them 
within its State's process. The 
Department is not adverse to discussing 
these concepts in cases where existing 
processes actually do not meet the 
intent of the Executive Order. 

One commenter suggested that the 
Department include section 9.4 in its 
rules as other agencies proposed to do, 
rather than reserve it. This section was 
an optional section, and the concepts 
contained therein were proposed for 
inclusion in sections 3b and 5b. The 
Department has decided not to change 
its choice. 

One commenter requested the 
exclusion of Indian programs from 
coverage of the Executive Order. Since 
its inception, the Executive Order has 
been conceived as exempting federally 
recognized tribes from its coverage. In 
its proposed rule making, the 
Department assumed that this was 
understood. In the interest of clarity, 
however, the Department is excluding 
all programs for the benefit of Indian 
tribes. In addition, those programs 
which are designed solely for the benefit 
of the territories of the United States 
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific 
Islands are similarly excluded. Those 
programs affecting the territories are 
ones in which there is close cooperation 
between the individual territories and 
the Department through the Federal 
budgeting process. The territories 
submit budgets to the United States, 
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which are then passed through the 
President's Budget to the Congress and 
acted on by that body. The money 
appropriated to each of the territories is 
then passed back to the territories 
through the Department. It is the 
Department's belief that this process 
works well, and it was not the intent of 
the Executive Order to cover these 
programs. The Indian and Territories 
programs so excluded will be published 
in a separate Federal Register notice at 
a later date. 

A number of commenters agreed with 
the Department's proposal for coverage 
of programs; that is, those programs 
with existing consultation requirements 
which meet the intent and spirit of the 
Executive Order should continue to be 
operated using the existing consultation 
processes. One of these commenters 
questioned the effectiveness of 
consultation in a few programs on some 
occasions. The Department is desirous 
of continued good relations with State 
and local governments, and wishes to 
have the existing consultation 
requirements continue to be effective; 

herefore, the Department intends to 
work with this commenter and any other 
State or local government which 
believes that consultation processes 
already in place are not being followed 
in a satisfactory manner. 

A smaller number of commenters 
indicated disagreement with the concept 
of using existing consultation 
procedures as proposed by the 
Department. Of these, one organization 
commented twice stating that under 
Interior’s concept, the State would lose 
the opportunity for accommodation or 
explanation of nonaccommodation and 
that the Department would lose the 
advantage of having single focus 
comments from the State. In addition, 
the commenter returned to us a list of 
programs with existing consultation 
processes which it would choose to 
include within the E.O. 12372 process. 
We are somewhat confused by the 
statement of the commenter and the list 
returned to us since many of the 
programs they choose to cover not only 
can be said to have accommodation, but 
may not be implemented without the 
Governor's or some other State agency’s 
approval. In addition, some of the 
programs are limited in geographic 
scope such that they are not available to 
the commenter. A second commenter 
whose comment was dated prior to 
publication of our list indicated 
disagreement with the Department's 
proposal. As an example of the 
insufficiency of existing consultation, he 
cited a Department regulation which he 
contends is in violation of Federal 


statutes. We do not understand why the 
commenter did not bring this alleged 
violation to the Department's attention 
earlier. It does not require a formal 
consultation process to alert a Federal 
agency to a potential violation of law. 
Since the program cited by the 
commenter is one which is available for 
the States to include within the 
Executive Order 12372 process, and 
since the commenter provided no other 
examples, it may be that this 
commenter’s concerns have been 
covered. It is the Department's intention 
to continue existing consultation 
processes insofar as they meet with the 
spirit and intent of the Executive Order. 
It is not the Department's intent to 
thwart the clear benefit of federalism as 
expressed in the Executive Order. As 
stated in the preamble to our proposed 
rule, the Department believes that the 
existing processes meet that intent while 
providing State and local governments 
with meaningful opportunities to 
comment and to share in the planning 
and implementation of the Department’s 
programs and activities. By asking for 
comments on this concept and soliciting 
comments on the individual programs 
once the list was published, the 
Department wished to find out if its 
perceptions were correct or, 
alternatively, if there were widespread 
problems with the existing consultation 
processes. From the comments received 
the Department believes there may be 
some individual instances where 
Departmental bureaus have not 
followed existing processes or where a 
State or local government perceives a 
lack of preferred involvement in the 
Department’s programs and activities. 
The comments do not, however, indicate 
a wide-spread dissatisfaction with those 
processes, whether they be processes 
required by statute or regulation, or 
informal processes. While we are 
retaining our scope regulation as 
originally published and the list of 
programs as published, the Department 
invites individual states to discuss the 
implementation of consultation in 
individual programs. 

Four commenters provided us with a 
list of programs that they indicated 
should be covered by the process under 
the Executive Order. All of the programs 
mentioned by two commenters are 
covered. One commenter listed four 
Indian programs which have been 
discussed above, one program with an 
existing consultation process (which is 
inapplicable geographically) and seven 
programs which may be included within 
a State process under the Executive 
Order. The fourth commenter, as 
discussed earlier, listed programs not 
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applicable in its area; therefore, we 
intend to work with the commenter as it 
develops its internal process. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The Department has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Department and 
allow state and local governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. For this reason, the 
Department believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently, the Department certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This rule is not 
subject to Section 3504(h) of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, since it does 
not require the collection or retention of 
information. 


List of Subjects in 43 CFR Part 9 


Intergovernmental relations. 


For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the Department of Interior 
amends Title 43, Code of Federal 
Regulations, by adding a-new Part 9, to 
read as follows: 


Dated: June 9, 1983. 
Richard R. Hite, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


PART S—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

9.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

9.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

9.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

[Reserved] 

What is the Secretary's obligation with 
respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

What procedures apply to the selection 
of programs and activities under these 
regulations? 

How does the Secretary communicate 
with state and local officials concerning 
the Department's programs and 
activities? 

How does the Secretary provide states 
an opportunity to comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development? 

How does the Secretary receive and 
respond to comments? 
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Sec. 

9.10 How does the Secretary make efforts to 
accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

9.11 What are the Secretary's obligations in 
interstate situations? 

9.12 How may a state simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute federally required state 
plans? 

9.13 May the Secretary waive any provision 
of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 
1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 
(48 FR 15887); and Sec. 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506). 


§ 9.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Department, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Department or its officers. 


§9.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

“Department” means the U.S. 
Department of the Interior. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
the U.S. Department of the Interior or an 
official or employee of the Department 
acting for the Secretary under a 
delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 9.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

(a) The Secretary publishes in the 
Federal Register a list of the 
Department's programs and activities 
that are subject to these regulations and 


a list of programs and activities that 
have existing consultation processes. 

(b) With respect to programs and 
activities that a state chooses to cover, 
and that have existing consultation 
processes, the state must agree to adopt 
those existing processes. 


§9.4 [Reserved] 


§9.5 What is the Secretary’s obligation 
with respect to federai interagency 
coordination? 


The Secretary, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Department regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§9.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 


{a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 9.3 of this 
Part for intergovernmental review under 
these regulations. Each state, before 
selecting programs and activities, shall 
consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Secretary of the 
Department's programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Secretary of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the state shall submit to 
the Secretary an assurance that the 
state has consulted with local elected 
officials regarding the change. The 
Department may establish deadlines by 
which states are required to inform the 
Secretary of changes in their program 
selections. 

(d) The Secretary uses a state's 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Secretary is notified of its 
selections. _ 


§ 9.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and locai officials 
concerning the Department’s programs and 
activities? 


(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under § 9.6, 
the Secretary, to the extent permitted by 
law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and, 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the state 
process, as early in a program planning 
cycle as in reasonably feasible to 
explain specific plans and actions. 
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(b) The Secretary provides notice to 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed federal financia! assistance or 
direct federal development if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. 

This notice may be made by publication 
in the Federal Register or other 
appropriate means, which the 
Department in its discretion deems 
appropriate. 


§9.8 How does the Secretary provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance and 
direct federal deveiopment? 

(a} Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Secretary gives state processes or 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities: 

(1) At least 30 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards; and 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed direct federal development 
or federal financial assistance other 
than noncompeting continuation 
awards. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 


§9.9 How does the Secretary receive and 
respond to comments? 

(a) The Secretary follows the 
procedures in § 9.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 9.6. 

(b) (1) The single point of contact is 
not obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. 
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(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Department by a 
single point of contact, the Secretary 
follows the procedures of § 9.10 of this 
Part. 

(e) The Secretary considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Secretary 
is not required to apply the procedures 
of § 9.10 of this Part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the Department by a commenting 


party. 


§ 9.10 How does the Secretary make 
efforts to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Department through its single point of 
contact, the Secretary either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of the 
decision, as the Secretary in his or her 
discretion deems appropriate. The 
Secretary may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of the section, the 


Secretary informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Department will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Secretary has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

({c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 9.11 What are the Secretary’s 
obligations in interstate situations? 

(a) The Secretary is responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the 
Department’s program or activitiy; 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Department's program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 9.10 of 
this Part if the Secretary receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. 
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(b) The Secretary uses the procedures 
in § 9.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact. 


§9.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required state plans? 


(a) As used in this section: 

(i) “Simplify” means that a state may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a state plan. 

(2) “Consolidate” means that a state 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
state can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a state 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet Federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 
state may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required state plans without prior 
approval by the Secretary. 

(c) The Secretary reviews each state 
plan that a state has simplified, 
consolidated, or substituted and eccepis 
the plan only if its contents meet 
Federal requirements. 


§ 9.13 May the Secretary waive any 
provision of these regulations? 


In an emergency, the Secretary may 
waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

[FR Doc. 83-16711 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-10-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Relationship of interior Programs to 
E.O. 12372 Process; Intergovernmental 
Review of the Department of the 
Interior Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, Interior. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice contains a list of 
programs and activities eligible for E.O. 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs” process use and a list 
of programs and activities with existing 
consultation processes. This list is being 
published as a notice, pursuant to the 
requirements of 43 CFR 9.3, to allow 
future changes to be made more 
conveniently. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: This notice shall 
become effective on September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Office of Acquisition and Property 
Management, Division of Acquisition 
and Grants, 18th and C Streets, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20240, (202) 343-6431. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department published a proposed list of 
programs and activities eligible for the 
E.O. 12372 process and a list of 
programs and activities with existing 
consultation processes by notice of 
proposed rulemaking in the Federal 
Register on March 24, 1983 (48 FR 
12409). In response to comments 
received by the Department to this 
notice, no changes have been made to 
the list of programs eligible for the E.O. 
12372 process. However, the list of 
programs and activities with existing 
consultation processes has been 
corrected to more accurately reflect 
activities administered by the Office of 
Water Policy and the Bureau of 
Reclamation. The program, Water 
Resources Scientific Information 
Center—42 U.S.C. 7851 is being removed 
from the list since assistance provided is 
limited to the provision of technical 
information, ordinarily by purchase from 
the National Technical Information 
Service. The program has been merged 
with the Water Resources Investigations 
Program of the U.S. Geological Survey. 
A list of the Indian and Territories 
programs which are not covered by the 
Executive Order will be published in a 
separate Federal Register notice at a 
later date. 


PROGRAMS UNDER WHICH STATES May OPT 
To UsE E.O. 12372 PROCESS 


tinmaenige ana 
Catalog 
No 





Program name Administering bureau 


15.904 | Historic Preservation— | National Park Service. 
| Grants-in-Aid—16 


U.S.C. 470. 


PROGRAMS UNDER WHICH STATES May OPT 
To Use E.0. 12372 Process—Continued 
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INTERIOR PROGRAMS WITH EXISTING 
CONSULTATION PROCESSES—Continued 





Program name 


Administering bureau 





15.600 


15.605 
15.611 


15.612 


15.613 


Outdoor Recreation— 
Development and 
Planning (Land and 
Water Conservation 
Fund Grants) 16 
U.S.C. 4601-4-11. 

Urban Park and 
Recreation Recovery 
Program—16 U.S.C. 
2501-2514. 

Regulation of Surface 
Coal Mining and 
Surface Effects of 
Underground Coal 
Mining—Pub. L. 95- 
87. 

Abandoned Mine Land 


U.S.C. 757a-757g. 
Fish Restoration—16 
U.S.C. 777-777k. 
Wildlife Restoration— 
16 U.S.C.669-869i. 
Endangered Species 
Conservation—16 

U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.. 

| Marine Mammal 
Grants—16 U.S.C. 
1361 ef seq.. 

Fish and Wildlite 
Conservation Act 16 
U.S.C. 2901 ef sag.. 

Atmospheric Water 
Resources 
Management 
Program Research. 

Irrigation Distribution 
System Loans—43 
U.S.C. 421b, c. 

Irrigation Systems 
Rehabilitation and 
Betterment 43 
U.S.C. 504. 

Small Reclamation 
Projects 43 U.S.C. 
422a-k. 





National Park Service. 


National Park Service. 


Office of Surface 
Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement. 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 


Bureau of 
Reciamation. 


Bureau of 
Reclamation. 
Bureau of 


Reciamation. 


Bureau of 
Reclamation. 


.4. Subsistence 





INTERIOR PROGRAMS WITH EXISTING 
CONSULTATION PROCESSES 





Program 





Bureau 


1. Wilderness System 
2. Local Zoning By-Laws 


: National Park 
Service 


16 U.S.C. 1132. 
16 U.S.C. 459b-4. 


16 U.S.C. 460s-11 
16 U.S.C. 7b. 


Acquisition of Lands for 
Airports. 


4. Alaska Land Use Council 
5. Air Quality Plans 


6. Historic Preservation............. 


16 U.S.C. 3181. 
42 USC. 7421 


40 CFR 51.240-51.252. 


16 U.S.C. 470a1(a) 


«| 36 CFR Part 67. 
| 40 U.S.C, 471. 


8. Disposal of Federai Sur- 
plus. 


9. National Wild & Scenic 


and Recreational 
System. 

10. Comprehensive Conser- 
vation Plan. 

11. National Trails System 

12. Construction Projects 

13. Cooperative Management 
Program. 


Rivers 


36 CFR Part 10. 
40 U.S.C. 484(k)(2)(C). 


16 U.S.C. 1271 


16 U.S.C. 1301 
16 U.S.C. 1241. 
no cite. 

16 U.S.C. 670c. 


Bureau: Fish and Wildiite 
Service 
1. Conveyance of Bird 
Refuge. 
2. Preservation, Use, Man- 


3. Taking & Using Eagles for 
Scientific, Exhibition and 
Religious Purposes. 

\ i Resources 
(Alaska Only). 

5. Hunting and Fishing—Nati. 
Wildlife Refuges and Sea- 


7. Conservation Law En- 
forcement. 

8. Farm Fish Pond Manage- 
ment. 

9. Environmental Contam 
nant Evaluation 

10. Sport Fish Technical As- 
sistance. 

11. Wildlife Technical Assist- 
ance. 

12. Federal Wildlife and Plant 
Permits. 


13. Fish and Wildlife Re- 
sources. 


14. Established Research 


15. Research at Cooperative 
Units. 

16. Research and Develop- 
ment Program requiring 
State Permits. 


Bureau: Bureau of Mines 


1. State Mining and Mineral 
Resources and Research 
institutes. 


Bureau: 
Bureau of Reclamation 


1. Research and Develop- 
ment Pianning Report. 

2. Modification of Contracts 
Water Projects. 

3. Planning Programs—Water 
and Related Land. 

4. Water Resources Re- 
search & Development. 


Bureau: Office of Water 
Policy - 
1. State Water Research In- 
stitutes. 


Bureau: Minerals 
1. Outer Continental Shelf Oil 
and Gas Leasing. 


Bureau: United States 
Geological Survey 
1. Geologic and Mineral Re- 
source Surveys and Map- 
ping. 
2. National Mapping, Geogra- 
phy and Surveys. 
3. Water Resources investi- 
gations. 
Bureau: Bureau of Land 
Management 
1. Sale of Forest Products....... 
2. Alaska Resource Manage- 
ment Decisions. 
3. Land Withdrawals 
4. Land Exchanges 


16 U.S.C. 715F 
43 CFR 24.3. 
16 U.S.C. 668a. 


16 U.S.C. 3115. 


16 U.S.C. 459, ef seq. 


16 U.S.C, 715k-5. 
16 U.S.C. 661-666c. 


16 U.S.C. 661 ef seg., 742a- 
742. 

16 U.S.C. 661 ef seq. 742a 
of seq. 

16 U.S.C. 661 ef seg., 742a- 
747}, 

16 U.S.C. 661 ef seg. 


16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seg. 703 
et seq., 668 ef seq., 371 et 


seq. 

50 CFR Parts 10, 13-18 and 
21-23. 

16 U.S.C. 661 ef seq, 668 
dd. 

50 CFR Parts 25-36, 70. 


| 16 U.S.C. 661-661c, 742a- 


742), 757a-7571, 778- 


778¢, 931-939¢c. 
16 U.S.C. 753a-b. 
16 U.S.C. 778-778c, /42a- 


742e, 661-666c, 931- 
939c, 757a-7571. 


Pub. L. 95-87. 


43 U.S.C. 1593. 
43 U.S.C. 1598. 
33 U.S.C. 701-1. 


42 U.S.C. 7815-16. 


42 U.S.C. 7811-14. 


30 CFR Part 250 


43 CFR Part 3300 


43 U.S.C. 31, 48, 49. 


43 US.C. 31, 48, 49 & 50 


43 U.S.C. 31, 48, 49 and 50 


43 CFR Part 5400. 
Pub. L. 96-487. 


Pub. L. 94-579. 
Pub. L. 94-579. 
43 CFR Part 2200. 
43 CFR Part 2300. 
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INTERIOR PROGRAMS WITH EXISTING 
CONSULTATION PROCESSES—Continued 


Program 


5. Petition—Application Deci- 
sions. 


6. Sales of Public Lands 


7. Conveyance of Omitted/ 
Unsurveyed Lands. 


6. Rights-of-Way and Tempo- 
rary Use permits. 

9. Oi and Gas Pipeline 
Rights-of-Way 

10. Resource Management 
Plans. 


11. Wilderness Studies . 


12. Forest Fire Protection 
(Oregon) 

13. Wild Horse & Burro Man- 
agement. 


Authority 


| 


| Pub. L. 94-579 


| 43 CFR Part 2200. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
} 
| 


-579 
43 CFR Part 2710 
Pub. L. 94-579. 
| 43 CFR Part 2547. 
| 43 CFR Part 2742. 
43 CFR Part 2800 
| 43 CFR Part 2800 
| Pub. L. 94-579 


| 
| 43 CFR Part 1601 


| Pub. L. 88-577, FR 2-3-82, 


p. 5119. 
| 50 Stat. 875. 


| 
} 
} 


Pub. L. 92-195 
1 


| 43 CFR Part 4720 


INTERIOR PROGRAMS WITH EXISTING 
CONSULTATION PROCESSES—Continued 


Program 


14. Conservation of Wildlife 
in Grazing District. 

15. Establishment of Forest 
Master Units-O and C 
Lands (Oregon). 

16. Public 
(Alaska) 


Easements 


17. Federal Coal 
and Management. 

18. Onshore Oil 
Lease Facilities. 

19. Grazing Privileges 

20. Mineral Leasing 


Leasing 


& Gas 


21. Non-Sale Disposals of 
Mineral Materiai. 


22. Sale of Mineral Material... 


—— ~ 


Authority 


| 62 Stat. 533. 


43 CFR part 5042. 


Pub. L. 96-487 


| 43 CFR Part 2650. 
| 43 CFR Part 3420 


30 CFR Part 250 


43 U.S.C 315a. 
30 U.S.C. 81. 
43 CFR Part 4000, 351 of 


seq. 

43 CFR Part 1840, 3000, 
3500 and 23 

30 U.S.C. 601-604, 611 


43 CFR Part 21 
43 CFR Part 4. 





..| 30 U.S.C. 601-4, 611 


INTERIOR PROGRAMS WITH EXISTING 
CONSULTATION PROCESSES—Continued 


Program 


——t 


23. Wildlife Habitat Manage- 
ment (Sikes Act). 


24. Law Enforcement 
25. Alaska State and Native 


28. Grazing Leases and Per- 
mits.. 

29. Onshore Oil and Gas 
Leasing. 


Dated: June 17, 1983. 
Richard R. Hite, 


] Authority 


43 CFR Parts 23, 1840 and 
3600. 
16 U.S.C. 79 et seq. 


43 U.S.C. 1737 
Pub. L. 94-579. 
Alaska Statehood Act. 


and 1738. 


Alaska Native Claims Settie- 
ment Act. 

30 U.S.C. 601-604. 

43 U.S.C. 118. 

16 U.S.C. 1132(d)(1)(c). 

43 U.S.C. 315, 1181. 





Tiss 


Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
[FR Doc. 83-16710 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Office of the Attorney General 
28 CFR Part 30 


[Order No. 1018-83] 


Intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Justice Programs and 
Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Attorney General, 
Justice Department. 


ACTION: Final Rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development programs and 
activities of the Department of Justice. 
Executive Order 12372 and these 
regulations are intended to replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-95. They 
also implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Paul P. Colborn, Office of Legal Policy, 
Room 4235, Department of Justice, 
Washington, D.C. 20530 (202/633-4016). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3161), the 
Department of Justice, along with 25 
other federal agencies, published 
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM) to carry out Executive Order 
12372 or notices proposing that their 
programs not be subject to the Order. 
Subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. The Department, in 
conjunction with the other 27 federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on April 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101) reopening the comment 
period, scheduling a public meeting for 
May 5, 1983, and requesting comments 
on several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the 
Department's rulemaking docket, the 
Department received approximately 160 
comments on government-wide issues 
during the comment period. In addition, 
the Department received two comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of this Department's programs 
from the coverage of the Order. 


In preparing the final rule, the 
Department considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Department has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Department is fully 
committed to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 
with state and local elected officials and 
to accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983), 
extending the effective date of these 
final regulations until September 30, 
1983. The Department's existing 
requirements end procedures under 
OMB Circular A-95 will continue in 
effect until September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmenta! Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial! 
assistance and direct federal 
development. the Executive Order: 


—Allows states, after consultation with 
local officials, to establish their own 
process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 
not; 

—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
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single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
reponse to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) a state must tell 
the federal agency which programs and 
activities are being included under the 
state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 





Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. For 
any proposed action under a selected 
program or activity, the state has these 
options: preparing and transmitting a 
state process recommendation through 
the single point of contact; forwarding 
the views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
trigger the ‘accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodaie or explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained below.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency's nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
the views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 


“accommodate or explain” response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When 4 single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus view, or views may 
differ. A state process recommendation 
which is a consensus view,—.e., the 
unanimous recommendation of the 
commenting parties—of areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
can be transmitted. All directly affected 
levels of government need not comment 
on the proposed action being reviewed 


to form a state process recommendation. 


Also, the state government need not be 
a party to a state process 
recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Department altered 
the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 





30.140(b), {c). 
30.11. 


30.12. 
30.13. 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table ($§ 30.5, 30.6{a), 30.7(b), and 
30.8{c)) are new. 


Section 30.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. Nor did the NPRM 
expressly implement section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. The text of sections 
401 and 204 is printed in the Department 
of Agriculture's final rule published 
elsewhere in this issue (see 
supplementary information section of 
USDA's document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, the 
Executive Order was amended to cite 
section 204 as authority as well as 
section 401. Consequently, paragraph (a) 
of this section (as well as the authority 
citation for the entire regulation) now 
cites not only the Executive Order but 
also section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. In 
keeping with section 204, subsection (b) 
adds mention of “areawide” entities. 
Other provisions in these regulations 
carry out the Department's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Department, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
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these regulations, will recognize its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the Department and other federal 
agencies on one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations presuppose, 
and rely on, the good faith of federal, 
state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another’s 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutory responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the regulation, 
the Department is stating only that these 
regulations are not grounds for judicial 
review of agency action beyond those 
afforded by the underlying statutes. 


Section 30.2 What definitions apply to 
these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Department does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Department 
would not use the term in any but its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Department chose not to include 
a definition of “state plans,” “direct 
federal development,” or “federal 
financial assistance.” Experience in 
other regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the lists of state plans 
and program inclusions accompanying 
this rulemaking provide adequate 


operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

The Department also decided not to 
try defining “emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, the 
Department expects to use such 
provisions sparingly, and only when 
absolutey necessary. Thus it would be 
counterproductive to attempt, through a 
definition, to limit this flexibility by 
anticipating all possible circumstances 
when it might be needed. 

The Department also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 30.10. 
In this section, the Attorney General 
accepts the state process 
recommendation or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If the Department 
does not provide an acommodation in 
one of these two ways, it must provide 
an explanation. Since the Department 
believes the section describes 
sufficiently what is meant by 
accommodation, a further definition of 
the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Department considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
The Department concluded that a 
definition of this term would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Department has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term’s function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble, 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 30.3 What programs and 
activities of the Department are subject 
to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the State 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
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the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 
clearly outside the scope of the Order 
(e.g., Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities, procurement of military 
weapon systems). Many national 
security actions, even those affecting 
state and local jurisdictions, involve 
classified information. It is meaningless 
to expect state and local review of 
national security matters, for example, 
when access to the plans or documents 
for the proposed federal action is not 
possible for national security reasons. It 
is appropriate for federal agencies to 
decide which of their activities are 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). Many 
research and development grants are 
competed for on a national basis and 
are awarded for studies unrelated to the 
responsibilities or interests of state and 
local government. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the 
Department is publishing a notice listing 
these “included” programs and 
activities. The only included program to 
which section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act applies is indicated with an asterisk 
(*). Section 204 obligations apply with 
respect to this program only for projects 
or activities located in metropolitan 
areas. Otherwise, these projects are 
treated like any other program available 
for selection. This information is being 
published in a separate notice, rather 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


than as part of this rule, to allow future 
changes to be made more conveniently. 
The Department will seek public 
comment on proposed future program or 
activity exclusions as these occur. 


Section 30.4 What are the Attorney 
General's general responsibilities under 
the Order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM, except 
for the addition of paragraph {c) 
referring to the general requirements of 
section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act, which these 
regulations now expressly implement 
(see discussion of § 30.1 above). 


Section 30.5 What is the Attorney 
General’s obligation with respect to 
federal interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Department and other 
federal agencies to do more in ensuring 
that federal agencies communicate not 
only with staie and local elected 
officials but also with each other. The 
Department believes that this point is 
well taken. Many programs and projects 
require information or approvals from a 
number of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Department is adding 
a new section, the language of which is 
derived from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Attorney 
General, to the extent practicable, will 
consult with and seek advice from all 
other substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the Department regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. 


Section 30.6 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 30.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition respdnds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 


wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 


- state submits its initial list of selected 


programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB's 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local! elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Department 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a state process. In particular, the 
Department does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
of each local jurisdiction in a state 
before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 30.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph {c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Attorney General with each change 
in its program selections an assurance 
that local elected officials were 
consulted about the change. This 
language emphasizes the continuing 
obligation of states to involve local 
elected officials in decisions concerning 
what programs are selected for the state 
process. The paragraph also allows the 
Department to establish deadlines for 
states to inform the Attorney General of 
changes in program selections. The 
primary reason for this provision is to 
expedite processing of assistance 
applications and to reach decisions on 
projects at times of heavy workload, 
such as the end of the fiscal year. For 
example, deadlines could be set to avoid 
having to make, on short notice, 
midstream changes in coordination 
procedures. In addition, the Department 
has made some editorial changes for 
better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
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question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 30.7, discussed below. 


Section 30.7 How does the Attorney 
General communicate with state and 
local officials concerning the 
Department's programs and activities? 


The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Department must 
pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a state process. 
The Department may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
the Department's programs or activities. 
Further, the Department need not rely 
on the state process or the single point 
of contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Department notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of sections 401 and 204 is the 
responsibility of the state process. The 
single point of contact could be the 
information channel for this purpose. 
The Department need not notify 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
separately in this situation, but may do 
so. 
Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond te concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Department 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a process or where the state 
process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Department 
will carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional, or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., a notice in the 
Federal Register or in a publication 
widely available in the area potentially 
affected by the proposed federal action) 
or direct (e.g,. a letter to the mayor of an 
affected city). The notice will alert the 
directly affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identify who in the 
Department should be contacted for 
more information. 
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Section 30.8 How does the Attorney 
General provide an opportunity to 
comment on proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—address § 30.6{c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 30.8(a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Attorney General would give states at 
least 30 days to comment on any 
proposed federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
days and 30 days—be available to 
states either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Depariment has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
(including interstate matters) except 
with respect to federal! financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards, for which the 
comment period would remain 30 days. 

The Attorney General will establish, 
by notice to the single point of contact 
or to directly affected entities, a date 
from which the 30 or 60 day comment 
period will begin to run. This 
information could be provided, for 
example, in program specific 
announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Department will provide 
notice, including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities regarding the 
proposed federal action. Because 
paragraphs, (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Attorney General will establish this 
starting date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Attorney General to " 
establish deadlines for submission of 
various materials is no longer necessary 
and has been deleted. When 
establishing deadlines, the Attorney 
General will ensure that commenting 
parties under the state process are 
afforded adequate time to review and 
comment on an application or project 
proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 30.6(a) of the NPRM. The 
provisions of this section apply to cases 


in which review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. This paragraph is 
intended to make clear that when this 
responsibility is delegated, these 
procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the state level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key step in a timely review, and that 
a full and complete application was 
generally received tco late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. The Department is aware of 
these concerns, but in the interest of 
retaining as much flexibility as possible 
for the state process, has decided not to 
require applicants to submit notices of 
intent or full and complete applications 
at particular points in time to the state 
process. The Department encourages 
applicants at an early stage to notify 
and talk with officials and entities who 
have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the application. 

Paragraph (e) of § 30.6 of the NPRM 
has been-dropped. A new § 30.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Attorney 
General receives and responds to 
comments. 


Section 30.9 How does the Attorney 
General receive and respond to 
comments? 


This new section replaces § 30.6(e) of 
the NPRM and elaboraies in 
substantially greater detail the Attorney 
General's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Paragraph 30.6(e) had provided that the 
Attorney General would respond as 
provided in the Order to all comments 
from a state that are provided through a 
state office or official that acts as a 
single point of contact under the Order 
between the state and the federal 
agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
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of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Department's decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act, the 
Department has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of. contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the federal-state/local and 
state/local-federal communication and 
information flow in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
federal/state/local communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Department 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Department is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Department. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Attorney 
General to follow the “accommodate or 
explain” procedures of § 30.10 if two 
conditions are met. First, the state must 
have designated a single point of 
contact. Second, the single point of 
contact must have transmitted a state 
process recommendation, (The single 
point of contact, and not the applicant, 
must transmit the recommendation to 
the Department.) If these conditions are 
not met, the Attorney General will still 
consider all comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
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Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the 
Department will always fully consider 
all comments it receives under these 
regulations. 

The Department's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Department's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Department will 
respond as provided in § 30.10 to a state 
process recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement in 
order for the recommendation to receive 
an “accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Department. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 


comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Department before 
the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their cémments directly to the 
Department concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Department all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as sections 401 and 204 
specify, the Department considers al] 
views from state, areawide, regional, 
and local entities or officials. It should 
also reassure commenters that the views 
of concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the 
Department makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 
state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 
if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process 
recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and-entities 
may submit comments either to the 
applicant or to the Department. The 
Department is obligated to consider 
these comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of the 
Department. The Department 
deliberated whether in this rule to 
require applicants to transmit all 
comments they had received. The 
Department decided not to impose such 
a requirement in this rule, but expects 
applicants to do so. The Department 
retains the option of selectively 
requiring an applicant to do this as part 
of an application kit or in a notice of 
availability of funds. _ 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Department's obligation to consider all 
the comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they-are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Department. This 
obligation derives directly from sections 
401 and 204. 
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A number of commenters suggested 
that the Department and other federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although the Department recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Department does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. The 
Department believes that each state 
process should establish the “paper 
flow” procedures best suited to its 
situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, the Department will expect 
the applicant to forward those 
comments with its application to the 
Department. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the state process recommendation to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact. The point here is that state 
processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the Federal Government with each 
application, and thus alleviate concerns 
that the application and comments 
might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Department. 


Section 30.10 How does the Attorney 
General make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact, the Department becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Department need 
not accommodate or explain comments 
that (1) do not constitute or form the 
state process recommendation, or (2) are 
not provided through a single point of 
contact. The Department will consider 
all such comments, but there will be no 
“accommodate or explain” obligation. 
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As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the Department 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 
whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurs, the Department 
will always send a written explanation 
of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Department will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Depariment believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance or the start 
of direct federal development, a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Department believes that ten days will 
be adequate time for the state process to 
formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Department has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Department has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the 
Department sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Department will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the 
Department sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicates what they 
sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 


responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Department will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Department's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 30.11 What are the Attorney 
General's obligations in interstate 
situations? 


This section is based on § 30.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been drepped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases except noncompeting continuation 
awards. 

The Department received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
situations. Most of these comments 
asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
did not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
interstate metropolitan areas and the 
designated areawide entities that 
represent them. 

The Department does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Department’s interest to have affected 
states mutually agree on the 
Department’s programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Department will work with officials of 
states involved in an interstate situation 
in an attempt to secure this agreement. 
This should not be a regulatory 
requirement, however. 

The Department believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Department will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Department with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Department if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
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program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If the 
Council of Governments is delegated a 
specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Department, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Department 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
If a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state’s single point of contact, 
the Department would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 


Section 30.12 How may a state 
simplify, consolidate or substitute 
federally required state plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. The Department did receive a 
number of comments on this section, 
however. Several agreed that states 
should be able to simplify state plans, 
but objected to allowing states to 
consolidate their plans. The reasons for 
these objections differed; most appeared 
to be from those who feared that : 
consolidation of state plans would cause 
the interests of particular groups or 
particular programs to be ignored. As 
this section merely implements the 
requirement of the Order that federal 
agencies allow the consolidation of state 
plans, the Department had little 
discretion in developing this provision. 
In addition, the Department has the 
obligation to ensure that any simplified 
or consolidated state plan continues to 
meet all federal requirements. For 
example, a consolidated plan that failed 
to meet statutory or regulatory 
requirements for a particular program 
would not be accepted. 

One commenter recommended that an 
appeals process be established to deal 
with situations in which federal 
agencies disapprove modified state 
plans. The Department believes that 
such a process is not necessary, because 
if a federal agency disapproves a 
modified plan for failure to meet federal 
requirements, the state can appeal the 
decision through normal agency 
mechanisms. In any event, during the 
review process before disapproval, the 
Department will work with states to 
resolve problems that could impede 
approval. 
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A few commenters recommended 
there be a federal “single point of 
contact” for state plans or other 
purposes. The Department believes this 
idea would not work, because of 
differing agency responsibilities under 
the wide variety of program statutes 
that various federal agencies carry out. 
In addition, federal agencies need to 
retain existing delegations of state plan 
approval authority. However, the 
Department and other federal agencies 
will each designate a focal point with 
whom states can deal on state plan 
matters. In addition, the federal agencies 
having state plans intend to establish an 
~ informal interagency steering group, 
which will meet quarterly to discuss 
state plan matters. Through this steering 
group, as well as by intergency contact 
in specific situations, federal agencies 
will coordinate with each other in cases 
when states consolidate plans across 
federal lines. This coordination should 
promote consistent determinations on 
state plans among and within agencies. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the federal agencies develop a model 
state plan format that could be used by 
the states, While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific state questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other states), we believe 
that states should be free to develop 
their own formats to reflect their own 
situations. Consequently, the 
Department will not develop model 
formats, since formats developed as 
models for the voluntary use of states 
could come to be regarded, either by 
federal agencies or by states, as 
required. 

A list of state plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated, or substituted 
for appears elsewhere in today’s Federal 
Register and will be updated 
periodically. 


Section 30.13 May the Attorney 
General waive any provision of these 
regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Department is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If the 
Department uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Department will attempt, 
to the extent feasible and meaningful, to 


involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the Department will keep 
records of all situations in which the 
emergency waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to the Department to 
which the Department would like to 
respond. Several commenters said that 
the Office of Management and Budget 
should have a stronger oversight role, 
thus ensuring that federal agencies carry 
out their obligations under the Order 
and these regulations. Behind these 
comments seems to be a concern that 
federal agencies are not really 
interested in consulting with state and 
local governments and a view that, in 
the absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Department wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations, and 
will act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Department's obligations. 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
forcefully is an important part of the 
Administration’s Federalism policy, and 
the Administration’s policymaking 
officials intend the policy to be carried ~ 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Department are responsible to 
the Attorney General, who in turn is 
responsible to the President for carrying 
out important Administration policy. 

Finally, a number of commenters 
reminded the Department and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
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statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Department will continue 
to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the 
Department will work with states to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state’s 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Department will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 


Section 1 of the Executive Order 
provides that the Order applies only to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
development directly affecting state and 
local governments. In its NPRM, the 
department proposes for exclusion only 
Department programs that do not 
involve financial assistance or direct 
development, or that do not directly 
affect state or local governments. The 
Department received only two 
comments addressed to the programs it 
proposed to exclude from the coverage 
of the Order. 

Objection was made to the proposed 
exclusion of the training programs of the 
Drug Enforcement Administration 
(DEA), the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, and the National Institute 
of Corrections (NIC); the task forces 
established through U.S. Attorney 
offices or the DEA; and the Law 
Enforcement Coordinating Committees 
established by each U.S. Attorney. The 
Department proposed to exclude these 
programs on the grounds that they do 
not involve financial assistance or direct 
development. We continue to believe 
those grounds to be correct, and 
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accordingly will exclude these programs 
from coverage under the Order. 

Objection was also made to the 
proposed exclusion of the research 
programs of the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the 
Bureau of Justice Statistics, the National 
Institute of Justice, and the NIC. The 
Department proposed to exclude these 
basic research programs on the grounds 
that they concern national issues and 
therefore do not directly affect state or 
local governments. We continue to 
believe those grounds to be correct, and 
accordingly will exclude these programs 
from coverage under the Order. 

Finally, objection was made to the 
proposed exclusion of the Public Safety 
Officers’ Benefits Program administered 
by the Office of Justice Assistance, 
Research and Statistics. The Department 
proposed to exclude this program on the 
grounds that the direct payments to 
individuals under this program do not 
directly affect state or local 
governments. We continue to believe 
those grounds to be correct, and 
accordingly will exclude this program 
from coverage under the Order. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The Department has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the department and 
allow state and local governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. For this reason, the 
Department believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently, the Department certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This rule is not 
subject to section 3504(h) of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, since it does 
not require the collection or retention of 
information. 


List of Subjects in 28 CFR Part 30 


Intergovernmental relations. 

For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the Department of Justice 
amends Title 28, Code of Federal 
Regulations, by revising Part 30 to read 
as follows: 


PART 30—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 


Sec 


30.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 


Sec. 

30.2. What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

30.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

30.4 What are the Attorney General's 
general responsibilities under the Order? 

30.5 What is the Attorney General's 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 

30.6 What procedures apply to the selection 
of programs and activities under these 
regulations? 

30.7 How does the Attorney General 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities? 

30.8 How does the Attorney General 
provide an opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development? 

30.9 How does the Attorney General receive 
and respond to comments? 

30.10 How does the Attorney General make 
efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 

30.11 What are the Attorney General's 
obligations in interstate situations? 

30.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

30.13 May the Attorney General waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 

(48 FR 15887); Sec. 401 of the 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 

as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506); Sec. 204 of the 

Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 

Development Act of 1966 as amended (42 

U.S.C. 3334). 


§ 30.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 


(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional, and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Department, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Department or its officers. 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


§ 30.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 


“Department” means the U.S. 
Department of Justice. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Attorney General” means the 
Attorney General or an official or 
employee of the Department acting for 
the Attorney General under a delegation 
of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 30.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 


The Attorney General publishes in the 
Federal Register a list of the 
Department’s programs and activities 
that are subject to these regulations and 
identifies which of these are subject to 
the requirements of section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 


§ 30.4 What are the Attorney General's 
general responsibilities under the Order? 


(a) The Attorney General provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would provide the 
non-federal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed federal 
financial assistance from, or direct 
federal development by, the 
Department. 

(b) If a state adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development, the 
Attorney General, to the extent ~ 
permitted by law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine official views of state and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials as early in a program 
planing cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
state and local elected officials’ 
concerns with proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that are communicated 
through the state process; 

(4) Allows the states to simplify and 
consolidate existing federally required 
state plan submissions; 
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(5) Where state planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of state plans for federally 
required state plans; 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected state and local elected officials 
in one state with those of another state 
when proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal development 
has an impact on interstate metropolitan 
urban centers or other interstate areas; 
and 

(7) Support state and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creations of any 
planning organization which is 
federally-funded, which has a limited 
purpose, and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
state or local elected officials.- 

(c) In considering comments received 
under these regulations, the Attorney 
General considers the objectives set 
forth in 31 U.S.C. 6506(b). 


§ 30.5 What is the Attorney General's 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


The Attorney General, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Department regarding programs and 
activities covered under these ; 
regulations. 


§ 30.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 30.3 of 
this part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities, 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Attorney General of the 
Department's programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Attorney 
General of changes in its selections at 
any time. For each change, the state 
shall subniit to the Attorney General an 
assurance that the state has consulted 
with local elected officials regarding the 
change. The Department may establish 
deadlines by which states are required 
to inform the Attorney General of 
changes in their program selections. 

(d) The Attorney General uses a 
State’s process as soon as feasible, 
depending on individual programs and 
activities, after the Attorney General is 
notified of its selections. 


§ 30.7 How does the Attorney General 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning the Department’s programs and 
activities? 

(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under § 30.6, 
the Attorney General, to the extent 
permitted by law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the state 
process, as early in a program planning 
cycle as is reasonably feasible to 
explain specific plans and actions. 

(b) The Attorney General provides 
notice to directly affected state, 
areawide, regional, and local entities in 
a state or proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal development 
if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. 


This notice may be made by publication 
in the Federal Register or other means 
which the Department in its discretion 
deems appropriate. 


§ 30.8 How does the Attorney General 
provide an opportunity to comment on 

federal financial assistance and 
direct federal development? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Attorney General gives state 
processes or directly affected state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities: 

(1) At least 30 days from the date 
established by the Attorney General to 
comment on proposed federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards; and 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Attorney General to 
comment on proposed direct federal 
development or federal financial 
assistance other than noncompeting 
continuation awards. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 

(c) Applicants for programs and 
activities subject to section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Act shall allow areawide agencies a 60- 
day opportunity for review and 
comments. 


§ 30.9 How does the Attorney General 
receive and respond to comments? 

(a) The Attorney General follows the 
procedures in § 30.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
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contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies; and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 30.6. 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional, or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. - 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Department by the 
single point of contact, the Attorney 
General follows the procedures of 
§ 30.10 of this part. 

(e) The Attorney General considers 
comments which do not constitute a 
state process recommendation 
submitted under these regulations and 
for which the Attorney General is not 
required to apply the procedures of 
§ 30.10 of this part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the Department by a commenting 
party. ; 


§ 30.10 How does the Attorney General 


(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Department through its single point of 
contact, the Attorney General either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of the 
decision, in such form as the Attorney 
General in his or her discretion deems 
appropriate. The Attorney General may 
also supplement the written explanation 
by providing the explanation to the 
single point of contact by telephone, 
other telecommunication, or other 
means. 
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(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Attorney General informs the single 
point of contact that: 

(1) The Department will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days afters the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Attorney General has 
reviewed the decision and determined 
that, because of unusual circumstances, 
the waiting period of at least ten days is 
not feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification five days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 30.11 What are the Attorney General's 
obligations in interstate situations? 

(a) The Attorney General is 
responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the 
Department’s program or activity; 


(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Department's program or activity; 
and 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 30.10 if 
the Attorney General receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. 

(b) The Attorney General uses the 
procedures in § 30.10 if a state process 
provides a state process 
recommendation to the Department 
through a single point of contact. 


§ 30.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

(a) As used in this section: 

(1) “Simplify” means that a state may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a state plan. 

(2) “Consolidate” means that a state 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 





DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


Office of the Attorney General 
{Order No. 1017-83] 


Department of Justice Programs and 
Activities Covered by Executive Order 
12372 


AGENCY: Office of the Attorney General, 
Justice Department. 

ACTION: Notice of Department of Justice 
Programs and Activities Covered by the 
Regulations Implementing Executive 
Order 12372. 


sumMaARyY: The Department of Justice is 
today publishing elsewhere in the 
Federal Register final regulations (28 
CFR Part 30) implementing Executive 
Order 12372, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Federal Programs.” The regulations 
apply to federal financial assistance and 
direct federal development programs 
and activities of the Department of 
Justice. Executive Order 12372 and the 
regulations are intended to replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-95. They 
also implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
They are effective September 30, 1983. 
As set forth in the Department 
regulations, and explained in detail in 
the preamble to those regulations, the 
Department is obligated to publish a list 


of those programs and activitites for 
which each state may choose to avail 
itself of the consultation procedures set 
forth in the regulations. After consulting 
with local elected officials, the state 
selects which of these federal programs 
and activities are to be reviewed 
through the state review process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

Therefore, to provide information on 
the Department programs and activities 
eligible for selection for state processes, 
the Department is publishing the 
following list of these “included” 
programs and activities. The one 
included program to which section 204 
of the Demonstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act applies 
is indicated with an asterisk (*). Section 
204 obligations apply with respect to 
this program only for projects or 
activities located in metropolitan areas. 
Otherwise, these projects are treated 
like any other program available for 
selection. This information is being 
published in a separate notice, rather 
than as part of the regulations, to allow 
future changes to be made more 
conveniently. 


Program/ Activity (Parenthetical 
Numbers Are Catalog of Federal 
Domestic Assistance References) 


Bureau of Prisons—Construction 
projects such as correctional 
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plans into one document and that the 
state can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a state 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 
state may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans without prior 
approval by the Attorney General. 

(c) The Attorney General reviews 
each state plan that a state has 
simplified, consolidated, or substituted 
and accepts the plan only if its contents 
meet federal requirements. 


§ 30.13 May the Attorney General waive 
any provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Attorney 
General may waive any provision of 
these regulations. 

Dated: June 16, 1983. 

Edward C. Schmults, 

Acting Attorney General. 

[FR Doc. 83-16624 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-01-M 


institutions and detention centers (no 
CFDA nuimber) 

Immigration and Naturalization 
Service—Construction projects such 
as border patrol stations (no CFDA 
number) 

U.S. Marshals Service—Cooperative 
Agreement Program (no CFDA 
number)* 

Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention—Formula 
Grant Program (16.540) 

Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention—Special 
Emphasis and Technical Assistance 
Grants, except grants to non- 
governmental entities (16.541) 

Bureau of Justice Statistics—Criminal 
Justice Statistics Development Grants 
(16.550) 

Office of Justice Assistance, Research, 
and Statistics—Categorical Grants for 
Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice 
Improvement (no CFDA number) - 

National Institute of Corrections— 
Technical Assistance Grants, except 
contracts to individuals for 
specialized assistance (16.603) 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Paul P. Colborn, Office of Legal Policy, 

Room 4235, Department of Justice, 

Washington, D.C. 20530 (202) 633-4016. 


Dated: June 16, 1983. 
Edward C. Schmults, 
Acting Attorney General. 
[FR Doc. 83-16625 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-01-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Office of the Secretary 
29 CFR Part 17 


30 CFR Part 46 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Labor Programs and 
Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, 
Department of Labor. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance programs 
and activities of the Department of 
Labor. Executive Order 12372 and these 
proposed regulations, are intended to 
replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. They also 
implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 


DATES: Effective date September 30, 
1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Annabelle Lockhart, telephone number 
(202) 523-8176. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983, (48 FR 3172) the 
Department of Labor, along with 25 
other federal agencies, published 
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM) to carry out Executive Order 
12372 or notices proposing that their 
programs not be subject to the Order. 
Subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. The Department, in 
conjunction with the other 27 federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on April 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101) reopening the comment 
period, scheduling a public meeting for 
May 5, 1983, and requesting comments 
on several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the 
Department's rulemaking docket, the 
Department received approximately 160 
comments on government-wide issues 
during the comment period. In addition, 
the Department received 8 comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of this Department's programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 
issues pertaining only to the 
Department. 


In preparing the final rule, the 
Department considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Department has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Department is fully 
committed to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to cummunicate effectively 
with state and local elected officials and 
to accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM has contemplated. Postponing 
the effective date would give state and 
local elected officials more time to 
establish the state processes and to 
consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983). 
The Department's existing requirements 
and procedures under OMB Circular A- 
95 will continue in effect until 
September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 

—Allows states, after consultation 
with local officials, to establish their 
own process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate state 
and local views or explain why not; 

—Allows states to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute state plans; 
and, 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 


- 
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single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A state must 
tell the federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consulation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropoliotan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Cicular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of 
contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and 
manage the review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and, 

A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is to 
be managed under the state process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
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selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency’s nonaccomodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Geovernment for the single 
point of contact, although a state could 
choose to broaden the single point of 
contact role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directely to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 


the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be - 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus,—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state need not be party to such a 
state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Department altered 
the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 


Final rule 
(section) 


17.5(b) 
17.5(c).. 
17.6(a).. 
17.6(b) 
17.6(c) 
17.6(d) 
17.6{e)... 
17.7(a).. 


17.6(d) 


~.| 17.10(@). 
17.10(b), (c). 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (17.5, 17.6(a), 17.7(b), and 
17.8(c)) are new. 


Section 17.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its. requirements. This statute provides 
as follows: . 


The text of Section 401 is printed in the 
Department of Agriculture's final rule 
published elsewhere in this issue (See 
Supplementary Information Section of 
USDA's documents) 


A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under this statute. In response, 
paragraph (a) of this section (as well as 
the authority citation for the entire 
regulation) now cites not only the 
Executive Order but also section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 
Other provisions in these regulations 
carry out the Department's 
responsibilities under the statutory 
provisions of Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activites and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Department, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulation is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
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the Department and other federal 
agencies on one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations presuppose, 
and rely on, the good faith of federal, 
state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another's 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutory responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the regulation, 
the Department is stating only that these 
regulations are not grounds for judicial 
review of agency action beyond those 
afforded by the underlying statutes. 


Section 17.2 What definitions apply to 
these regulation? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definintions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms to defined. The 
Department does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Department 
would not use the term in any but its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Department chose not to include 
a definition of “state plans, ” or “federal 
financial assistance.” Experience in 
other regulatory areas (e. g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the list of state plans and 
program inclusions accompanying this 
rulemaking provided adequate 
operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

The Department also decided not to 
try defining “emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of over 
inclusiveness and under inclusiveness 
are particularly great. The purpose of an 
emergency waiver provision or 
discretion to deviate from certain 
requirements in unusual circumstances 
is to give federal agencies flexibility to 


deal with unforeseen situations and 
other problems beyond the agencies’ 
control. As stated in the preamble to the 
proposed rules, the Department expects 
to use such provisions sparingly, and 
only when absolutely necessary. Thus it 
would be counterproductive to attempt, 
through a definition, to limit this 
flexibility by anticipating all possibie 
circumstances when it might be needed. 
The Department also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 17.10. 
In this section, the Secretary accepts the 
state process recommendation or 
reaches a mutually agreeable solution. If 
the Department does not provide an 
accommodation in one of these two 
ways, it must provide an explanation. 
Since the Department believes the 
section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 
Finally, the Department considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
The Department concluded that a 
definition of this term would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Department has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term’s function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble, 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 17.3. What programs and 
activities of the Department are subject 
to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provided non-federal funds for, or are 
directly effected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


clearly outside the scope of the Order 
(e.g., Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities, procurement of military 
weapon systems). It is appropriate for 
federal agencies to decide which of their 
activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation or the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB's 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). The 
sheer volume of transactions 
representing direct payments to 
individuals and the need for timely 
disbursement precludes any reasonable 
attempt at review and comment. Many 
research and development grants are 
competed on a national basis and are 
awarded for studies unrelated to the 
responsibilities or interests of state and 
local government. 

A purpose of block grant programs is 
to give funding discretion to state and 
local governments. There is little point 
in requiring state and local coordination 
of funding decisions under block grants 
when the state and local governments, 
rather than the Federal Government, 
have all the discretion with respect to 
grant applications or other decisions. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Department believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of program and activities 
which are eligible for selection for a 
state process. However, in response to 
comments, the Department has reviewed 
the criteria for exclusion as well as the 
particular exclusions that were 
proposed in January. These criteria and 
particular exclusions are discussed in 
more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the 
Department is publishing a notice listing 
these “included” programs and 
activities. This information is being 
published in a separate notice rather 
than as part of this rule to allow future 
changes to be made more conveniently. 
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The Department will seek public 
comment on proposed future program or 
activity exclusions as these occur. 


Section 17.4 What are the Secretary’s 
general responsibilities under the 
Order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


Section 17.5 What is the Secretary's 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Department and other 
federal agencies to do more in ensuring 
that federal agencies communicate not 
only with state and local elected 
officials but also with each other. The 
Department believes that this point is 
well taken. Many problems and projects 
require information or approvals from a 
number of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Department is adding 
a new section, the language of which is 
derived from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Secretary, to 
the extent practicable, will consult with 
and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the Department regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. 


Section 17.6 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list - 
prescribed by § 17.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 


letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB's 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one-another. The Department 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by the regulations 
are unnecessary and would, in many 
cases, delay or interfere with the 
establishment of a state process. In 
particular, the Department does not 
believe that the Order contemplates so 
rigid a requirement as a sign-off by an 
official of each local jurisdiction in a 
state before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (b) 
and (c), respectively, of § 17.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Secretary with each change in its 
program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Department 
to establish deadlines for states to 
inform the Secretary of changes in 
program selections. The primary reason 
for this provision is to expedite 
processing of assistance applications 
and to reach decisions on projects at 
times of heavy workload, such as the 
end of the fiscal year. For example, 
deadlines could be set to avoid having 
to make, on short notice, midstream 
changes in coordination procedures. In 
addition, the Department has made 
some editorial changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 17.7, discussed below. 


Section 17.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities? 


Paragraph (a) incorporates material 
from §§ 17.3(b) and 17.6(b) of the NPRM, 
except that the final regulation specifies 
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that the Secretary’s obligation to 
communicate with state and local 
elected officials applies to programs and 
activities subject to the Order that are 
covered by a state process. This change 
is intended to emphasize that it is with 
the state process, not just a Governor's 
office or other state government entity, 
that the Secretary will communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Department must 
pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a state process. 
The Department may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
the Department’s programs or activities. 
Further, the Department need not rely 
on the state process or the single point 
of contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Department notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of § 401 is the responsibility of the state 
process. The single point of contact 
could be the information channel for this 
purpose. The Department need not 
notify areawide, regional, and local 
entities separately in this situation, but 
may do so. 

‘Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Department 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Department 
will carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed federal financial 
assistance. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., a notice in the 
Federal Register or in a publication 
widely available in the area potentially 
affected by the proposed federal action) 
or direct (e.g., a letter to the mayor of an 
affected city). The notice will alert the 
directly affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identify who in the 
Department should be contacted for 
more information. 
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Section 17.8 How does the Secretary 
provide states the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 17.6(c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 17.8(a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Secretary would give states at least 30 
days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Department has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
{including interstate matters} except 
with respect to federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards, for which the 
comment period would remain 30 days. 

The Secretary will establish, by notice 
to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information could 
be provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Department will provide 
notice, including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected State, areawide, 
regional and local entities regarding 
proposed federal action. Because 
paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Secretary will establish this starting 
date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Secretary to establish 
deadlines for submission of various 
materials is no longer necessary and has 
been deleted. When establishing 
deadlines, the Secretary will ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 17.6(a) of the NPRM. The 
provisions of this section apply to cases 
in which review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. This paragraph is 
intended to make clear that when this 
responsibility is delegated, these 


procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the state level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key step in a timely review, and that 
a full and complete application was 
generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. The Department is aware of 
these concerns, but in the interest of 
retaining as much flexibility as possible 
for the state process, has decided not to 
require provisions in the rule for 
applicants to submit notices of intent or 
full and complete applications at 
particular points in time to the state 
process. The Department encourages 
applicants at an early stage to notify 
and talk with officials and entities who 
have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the application. 

Paragraph (e) of § 17.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 17.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Secretary 
receives and responds to comments. 


Section 17.9 How does the Secretary 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces paragraph 
17.6{e) of the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Secretary’s obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 17.6(e) had provided that the 
Secretary would respond as provided in 
the Order to all comments from a state 
that are provided through a state office 
or official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
state and the federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters feli that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional areawide entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Department's decision 
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explicitly to implement through these 
regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act the 
Department has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implemention of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Department 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Department is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Department. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Secretary 
to follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 17.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Department.) If these conditions are not 
met, the Secretary will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism.policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
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Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the 

. Department will always fully consider 
all comments it receives under these 
regulations. 

The Department's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Department's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undersirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Department will 
respond as provided in § 17.10 to a state 
process recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Department. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that a single 
point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Department before 


the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their comments directly to the 
Department concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Department all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as section 401 specifies, the 
Department considers all views from 
state, areawide, regional, and local 
entities or officials. It should also 
reassure commenters that the views of 
concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the 
Department makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 
state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 
if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process 
recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
may submit comments to the 
Department. The Department is 
obligated to consider these comments. 
Paragraph (d) makes a similar provision 
for situations where the state process 
does not cover a particular program or 
activity of the Departmemt. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Department's obligation to consider all 
the comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Department. This 
obligation derives directly from section 
401. 
A number of commenters suggested 
that the Department and other federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 
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Although the Department recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Department does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. The 
Department believes that each state 
process should establish the “paper 
flow” procedures best suited to its 
situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, the Department will expect 
the applicant to forward those 
comments with its application to the 
Department. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the state process recommendation the 
Department through the single point of 
contact. The point here is that state 
processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the Federal Government with each 
application, and thus alleviate concerns 
that the application and comments 
might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Department. 


Section 17.10 How does the Secretary 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact, the Department becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Department need 
not accommodate or explain comments 
that (1) do not constitute or form the 
state process recommendation, or (2) are 
not provided through a single point of 
contact. The Department will fully 
consider all such comments, but there 
will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the Department 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 
whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurs, the Department 
will always send a written explanation 
of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Department will not implement a 
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decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Department believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance, a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Department believes that ten Gays will 
be adequate time for the state process to 
formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Department has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation of clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Department has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the 
Department sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date of 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
paper in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Department will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the 
Department sent the leiter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovermental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Department will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Department's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 17.11 What are the Secretary's 
obligations in interstate situations? 


This section is based on § 17.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases except noncompeting continuation 
awards. 

The Department received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 


situations. Most of these comments 
asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
did not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
interstate metropolitan areas and the 
designated areawide entities that 
represent them. 

The Department does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Department's interest to have affected 
states mutually agree on the 
Department’s programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Department will work with officials of 
states involved in an interstate situation 
in an attempt to secure this agreement. 
This should not be a regulatory 
requirement, however. 

The Department believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Department will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Department with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Department if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Department, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Department 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
If a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state’s single point of contact, 
the Department would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 
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Section 17.12 How may a state 
simplify, consolidate or substitute 
Federally required state plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. The Department did receive a 
number of comments on this section, 
however. Several agreed that states 
should be able to simplify state plans, 
but objected to allowing states to 
consolidate their plans. The reasons for 
these objections differed; most appeared 
to be from those who feared that 
consolidation of state plans would cause 
the interests of particular groups or 
particular programs to be ignored. As 
this section merely implements the 
requirement of the Order that federal 
agencies allow the consolidation of state 
plans, the Department had little 
discretion in developing this provision. 
In addition, the Department has the 
obligation to ensure that any simplified 
or consolidated state plan continues to 
meet all federal requirements. For 
example, a consolidated plan that failed 
to meet statutory or regulatory 
requirements for a particular program 
would not be accepted. 

One commenter recommended that an 
appeals process be established to deal 
with situations in which federal 
agencies disapprove modified state 
plans. The Department believes that 
such a process is not necessary, because 
if a federal agency disapproves a 
modified plan for failure to meet federal 
requirements, the state can appeal the 
decision through normal agency 
mechanisms. In any event, during the 
review process before disapproval, the 
Department will work with states to 
resolve problems that could impede 
approval. 

A few commenters recommended 
there be a federal “single point of 
contact” for state plans or other 
purposes. The Department believes this 
idea would not work, because of 
differing agency responsibilities under 
the wide variety of program statutes 
that various federal agencies carry out. 
In addition, federal agencies need to 
retain existing delegations of state plan 
approval authority. However, the 
Department and other federa] agencies 
will each designate a focal point with 
whom states can deal on state plan 
matters. In addition, the federal agencies 
having state plans intend to establish an 
informal interagency steering group, 
which will meet quarterly to discuss 
state plan matters. Through this steering 
group, as well as by interagency 
contacts in specific situations, federal 
agencies will coordinate with each other 
in cases when states consolidate plans 
across federal lines. This coordination 
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should promote consistent 
determinations among and within 
agencies on state plans. 


Finally, one commenter suggested that. 


the federal agencies develop a model 
state plan format that could be used by 
the states. While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific state questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other states), we believe 
that states should be free to develop 
their own formats to reflect their own 
situations. Consequently, the 
Department will not develop model 
formats, since formats developed as 
models for the voluntary use of states 
could come to be regarded, either by 
federal agencies or by states, as 
required. 

A list of state plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated or substituted 
for appears elsewhere in today’s Federal 
Register and will be updated 
periodically. 


Section 17.13 May the Secretary waive 
any provision of these regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Department is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If the 
Department uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Department will attempt, 
to the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the Department will keep 
records of all situations in which the 
emergency waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to the Department to 
which the Department would like to 
respond. Several commenters said that 
the Office of Management and Budget 
should have a stronger oversight role, 
thus ensuring that federal agencies carry 
out their obligations under the Order 
and these regulations. Behind these 
comments seems to be a concern that 
federal agencies are not really 
interested in consulting with state and 
local governments and a view that, in 
the absence of an OMB “policing” role, 


agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Department wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations, and 
will act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Department's obligations. 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
forcefully is an important part of the 
Administration's Federalism policy, and 
the Administration’s policymaking 
officials intend the policy, to be carried 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Department are responsible to 
the Secretary, who in turn is responsible 
to the President for carrying out 
important Administration policy. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded the Department and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Department will continue 
to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the 
Department will work with states to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state’s 
process or whether there is state process 
at all, the Department will continue to 
meet all legal requirements in these 
areas. 


Scope 


The Department received several 
comments regarding scope. 
Determinations regarding the inclusion 
or exclusion of programs were guided by 
general criteria used by the Federal 
agencies in identifying which programs 
or activities should be subject to the 
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Order. Those criteria presented three 
categories of exclusions: generic, class 
or individual with subcategories of the 
types of programs or activities covered 
within each of those categories. 

Generic exclusions were considered 
to be those programs or activities 
excluded as a matter of previously 
announced administration policy. 
Among those programs and activities 
are: proposed federal legislation, 
regulations and budget formulation; 
direct payments to individuals; 
classified programs or activities where 
formal consultation would endanger 
national security; financial transfers for 
which federal agencies have no funding 
discretion or direct authority to approve 
specific sites or projects; and programs 
and activities directly administered by a 
federally recognized tribal government. 

Class exclusions were considered as 
“those additional activities or programs 
determined not to be within the 
definition of financial assistance, direct 
federal development of federal licensing 
or permitting under the Executive 
Order.” Excluded under this category, 
for example, would be certain financial 
transactions such as: standard 
procurement contracts; letter contracts; 
basic ordering agreements; purchase 
orders; joint ventures; job orders; 
acceptance of offers; operating funds for 
government-owned/contractor-operated 
facilities; and subawards under 
contracts, grants or cooperative 
agreements, among others. Also 
excluded under this category are certain 
research, development and 
demonstration programs and activities 
other than those specified in the 
description of inclusions below; criminal 
or civil enforcement matters; direct 
financial assistance between the federal 
government and a non-governmental 
entity; academic training and 
institutional aid grants. 

Finally, the individual exclusion 
category allowed exclusions to be made 
against certain qualifying factors and 
criteria. 

Programs and activities involving 
certain forms of federal assistance or 
financial transactions with governments 
such as grants, cooperative agreements; 
technical assistance; expert information 
or counseling; and those programs or 
activities (other than General Revenue 
Sharing) receiving an exception to the 
provisions of the Federal Grant and 
Cooperative Agreement Act of 1977, 
Pub. L. 95-224, are among those which 
are considered as being within the scope 
of the Executive Order. 

Also considered as being within the 
scope of the Executive Order are those 
research, development or demonstration 
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programs or activities which (1) have a 
unique geographic focus and are directly 
relevent to the governmental 
responsibilities of a state or local 
government within that geographic area; 
or (2) necessitate the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement under 
NEPA; or (3) which are to be newly 
initiated at a particular site or location 
and do not necessitate the preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Statement, 
but require unusual measures to limit 
the possiblity of adverse exposure or 
hazard to the general public. 

Determinations regarding the 
inclusion or exclusion of programs were 
made only after careful review of all the 
Department's programs and activities in 
view of the provisions of the Executive 
Order and the general criteria discussed 
above. 

The Department proposed to exclude 
two programs—the Unemployment 
Insurance Program and the Labor Force 
Statistics Program. 

The Labor Force Statistics Program is 
being excluded because funding for 
State agency participation under that 
program will be on a contractual basis. 

Concern was expresed by one 
commenter regarding the exclusion of 
the Unemployment Insurance Program. 
The decision to exclude the 
Unemployment Insurance Program was 
based on the generic exclusion criteria. 
This program involves financial 
transfers over which this agency has no 
funding discretion, and for which there 
are already extensive statutory 
requirements governing the relationship 
between the states and the Department. 

Several commenters recommended 
the exclusion of the Employment 
Service. The Department continues to 
include the Employment Service under 
the scope of E.O. 12372. The Job 
Training Partnership Act amendments to 
Wagner-Peyser clearly establish local 
consultation and a “bottoms up” 
planning system that places the 
Employment Service within the scope of 
the Executive Order review process. 

One commenter requested the 
exclusion of the Job Training 
Partnership Act (JTPA). None of the 
criteria, for exclusion of programs apply 
to JTPA. Moreover, E.O. 12372 is clearly 
consistent with JTPA'’s emphasis on 
Federalism, regulatory relief, and 
minimum direction by the Federal 
Government. Thus, the regulations are 
being made applicable to JTPA to the 
extent consistent with its statutory 
provisions. 

The Department also received a 
comment which contended that 29 CFR 
17.4({b)(7) discourages planning councils 
and is in conflict with JTPA which sets 
up Private Industry Councils (PICs). The 


thrust of § 17.4(b)(7) is that if a State 
adopts a review process under the 
Executive Order, the Secretary will, to 
the extent permitted by law, discourage 
the reauthorization or creation of 
planning organizations that are not 
accountable to state and local elected 
officials. PICs were specifically 
provided for in JTPA and clearly operate 
in partnership and are accountable to 
elected officials. 

Finally, one of the commenters 
questioned whether or not E.O. 12372 
applies to Institutional Grant Programs. 
Such programs are excludable under the 
class exclusion criteria—that is—they 
involve direct financial assistance 
between the Federal Government and 
non-governmental entity and are not 
considered to be within the scope of the’ 
Executive Order. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The Department has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Department and 
allow state and local governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. For this reason, the 
Department believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently, the Department certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This rule is not 
subject to section 3504(h) of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, since it does 
not require the collection or retention of 
information. 


List of subjects in 29 CFR Part 17 
Intergovernmental relations. 


Issued at Washington, D.C., June 16, 
1983. 
Raymond J. Donovan, 
Secretary of Labor. 


. For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble; the Department amends Title 
29, Code of Federal Regulations, by 
adding a new Part 17, to read as follows: 


PART 17—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

17.1 What is the purpose of these 

regulations? 

17.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

17.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 
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Sec. 

17.4 What are the Secretary's general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

17.5 What is the Secretary's obligation with 
respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

17.6 What procedures apply to the selection 
of programs and activities under these 
regulations? 

17.7 How does the Secretary communicate 
with the state and local officials 
concerning the Department's programs 
and activities? 

17.8 How does the Secretary provide states 
an opportunity to comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development? 

17.9 How does the Secretary receive and 
respond to comments? 

17.10 How does the Secretary make efforts 
to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

17.11 What are the Secretary's obligations 
in interstate situations? 

17.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

17.13 May the Secretary waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 

(48 FR 15887): Sec. 401 of the 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 

as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506). 


§ 17.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Department, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Department or its officers. 


§ 17.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

“Department” means the U.S. 
Department of Labor. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
the U.S. Department of Labor or an 
official or employee of the Department 
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acting for the Secretary under a 
delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 17.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 9 _ 

The Secretary publishes in the Federal 
Register a list of the Department's 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations. 


§ 17.4 What are the Secretary's general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

(a) The Secretary provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would provide the 
non-federal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed federal 
financial assistance from, or direct 
federal development by, the 
Department. 

(b) If a state adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development, the 
— to the extent permitted by 

aw: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine official views of state and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
state and local elected officials’ 
concerns with proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development that are communicated 
through the state process; 

(4) Allows the states to simplify and 
consolidate existing federally required 
state plan submissions; 

(5) Where state planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of state plans for federally 
required state plans; 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected state and local elected officials 
in one state with those of another state 
when proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal development 
has an impact on interstate metropolitan 
urban centers or other interstate areas; 
and 

(7) Supports state and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 
planning organization which is 
federally-funded, which has a limited 


purpose, and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
state or local elected officials. 


§ 17.5 What is the Secretary’s obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

The Secretary, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Department regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§ 17.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 


(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 17.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Secretary of the 
Department’s programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Secretary of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the state shall submit to 
the Secretary an assurance that the 
state has consulted with elected local 
officials regarding the change. The 
Department may establish deadlines by 
which states are required to inform the 
Secretary of changes in their program 
selections. 

(d) The Secretary uses a state’s 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Secretary is notified of its 
selections. 


§ 17.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning the Department’s programs and 
activities? 

(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under § 17.6, 
the Secretary, to the extent permitted by 
law: 

(1) Uses the official state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and, 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the official 
state process, as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions. 

(b) The Secretary provides notice to 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed Federal financial assistance if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 
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(2) The assistance involves a program 
or activity not selected for the state 
process. 

This notice may be made by publication 
in the Federal Register or other 
appropriate means, which the 
Department in its discretion deems 
appropriate. . 


§ 17.8 How does the Secretary provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposal federal financial assistance? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Secretary gives state processes or 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities: 

(1) At least 30 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards; and 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Secretary to comment 
on proposed Federal financial 
assistance other than noncompeting 
continuation awards. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 


§ 17.9 How does the Secretary receive 
and respond to comments? 


(a) The Secretary follows the 
procedures in § 17.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 17.6. 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, ali comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Department. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Department. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Department by the 
single point of contact, the Secretary 
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follows the procedures of § 17.10 of this 
Part. 

(e) The Secretary considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Secretary 
is not required to apply the procedures 
of § 17.10 of this Part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, or directly to the Department 
by a commenting party. 


§ 17.10 How does the Secretary make 
efforts to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Department through its single point of 
contact, the Secretary either— 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of the 
decision, as the Secretary in his or her 
discretion deems appropriate. The 
Secretary may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Secretary informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Department will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Secretary has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 


(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b}(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 17.11 What are the Secretary’s 
obligations in interstate situations? 

(a) The Secretary is responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed Federal 
financial assistance that have an impact 
on interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the 
Department’s program or activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Department’s program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 17.10 of 
this Part if the Secretary receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. 

(b) The Secretary uses the procedures 
in § 17.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact. 


§ 17.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

(a) As used in this section: 

(1) “Simplify” means that a state may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a state plan. 





DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Office of the Secretary 


Programs Covered by E.O. 12372 


Pursuant to 29 CFR 17.3 published 
elsewhere in today’s issue of the Federal 
Register, the following programs of the 
Department of Labor are covered by 
E.O. 12372. 

(1) Federal Mine Safety and Health 


Assistance to States Program, Stat: 
Section 503 Pub. L. 91-173 as amended. 

(2) Work Incentive Program, Stat: 
Sections 432(d), (e) and (f) of Pub. L. 92- 
223. 

(3) Senior Community Service 
Employment Program, Stat: Pub. L. 95- 
478. 

(4) Job Corps, Stat: Section 435, of Pub. 
L. 97-300. 

(5) Migrant and Seasonal 
Farmworkers Program, Stat: Section 
402(d) of Pub. L. 97-300. 
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(2) “Consolidate” means that a state 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
state can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a state 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet federal requirements. 

(b) If not consistent with law, a state 
may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans without prior 
approval by the Secretary. 

(c) The Secretary reviews each state 
plan that a state has simplified, 
consolidated, or substituted and accepts 
the plan only if its contents meet federal 
requirements. 


§ 17.13 May the Secretary waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Secretary may 
waive any provision of these 
regualtions. 

Part 46 of Title 30 of the CFR is 
amended as follows: 


PART 46—[ AMENDED] 


2. In § 46.4, paragraph (a) is revised to 
read as follows: 


§ 46.4 Manner of submission. 


(a) An original and two copies of the 
application for a grant shall be 
submitted to the Assistant Secretary of 
Labor for Mine Safety and Health, U.S. 
Department of Labor, 4015 Wilson 
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. 

* * * * * 
[FR Doc. 8316647 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-23-M 


(6) Job Training Partnership Act, Stat: 
Pub. L. 97-300. 

(7) Employment Service, Stat: Section 
501 of Pub. L. 97-300. 

(8) Disabled Veteran’s Outreach 
program, Stat: 38 U.S.C. 2003A. 


Issued at Washington, D.C., June 16, 1983. 


Raymond J. Donovan, 
Secretary of Labor. 


[FR Doc. 83-16648 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4510-23-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


{Public Notice 868] 


intergovernmentail Review of the 
Department of State Programs and 
Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Legal Adviser, 
State. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Executive Order 12372 (47 FR 
30959, July 16, 1982), “Intergovernmental 
Review of Federal Programs,” and 
agency regulations published elsewhere 
in today’s Federal Register are intended 
to replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. These regulations 
also implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmenta! Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. The 
Department is not publishing rules to 
carry out the Executive Order or these 
statutes because we have concluded 
that none of the Department's programs 
are subject to the Order or that coverage 
is inappropriate. Promulgation of rules is 
therefore unnecessary. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ely Maurer, Assistant Legal Adviser for 
Educational, Cultural and Public Affairs, 
Department of State, Washington, D.C. 
20520, (202) 632-2682. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3183) the 
Department of State, along with 25 other 
federal agencies published Notices of 
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM} or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. Subsequently, two 
more agencies published NPRMs, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
The Department, in conjunction with the 
other 27 federal agencies and OMB, 
published a notice in the Federal 
Register on April 21, 1983 (48 FR 17101) 
reopening the public comment period, 


and scheduling.a public meeting for May 
5, 1983. 

During the comment period, the 
Department received one comment 
specifically related to the proposed 
exclusion of all of its programs and 
activities from coverage under the 
Order. The Department also was 
provided copies of selected comments 
received by OMB or the federal agencies 
that had published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking. These comments addressed 
general issues of program coverage. 

In preparing this notice, the 
Department considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmenta! Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the 
Order, and that elected officials of state 
and local governments are the only 
proper parties to decide what should be 
excluded from the state process of 
intergovernmental review. Other 
commenters objected to the various 
criteria used by federal agencies in 
developing their lists of programs and 
activities that were being proposed for 
exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development, and the Order mandates 
consultation only when state and local 
governments provide non-federal funds 
for, or are directly affected by, the 
proposed federal action. Programs and 
activities not falling into either of these 
categories are clearly outside the scope 
of the Order. Further, it is appropriate 
for federal agencies to decide which of 
their activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. There are also actions 
related to federal financial assistance or 
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direct federal development activities 
where review and comment as provided 
by the Executive Order would be 
inappropriate. 

One comment noted that both State 
Department programs excluded for 
“foreign relations requirements” could 
have implications for state and local 
governments and should not be totally 
excluded. However, the Department 
notes that both programs already have 
procedures for consultation with 
affected state and local governments 
and believes that these procedures 
should satisfy the needs of state and 
local governments consistent with our 
foreign relations requirements. 

The Department has concluded that, 
presently, none of its programs or 
activities are covered by the Executive 
Order or that coverage is inappropriate. 
When new programs or activities are 
authorized or initiated by the 
Department, the Department will 
determine whether these new programs 
or activities fall within the scope of the 
Order or whether coverage is 
appropriate. If the Department intends 
to exclude new or additional programs 
or activities from coverage under the 
Order, a notice soliciting public 
comments will be published in the 
Federal Register. If the determination is 
made that a new or additional program 
should be included, the Department will 
then promulgate rules implementing the 
Order by using the customary 
procedures for rulemaking. 

Even if a program or activity is 
excluded from the consultation system 
established by the Order, state and local 
officials will have the opportunity to 
have their views considered by the 
Department under any consultation 
procedures provided for in existing or 
future program statutes or regulations. 

Issued at Washington D.C. June 17, 1983. 
Michael G. Kozak, 

Acting Legal Adviser. 
{FR Doc. 83~-16957 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4710-08-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Office of the Secretary 

14 CFR Part 152 

23 CFR Parts 420, 650, and 740 

49 CFR Parts 17, 25, 266, and 450 

[OST Docket No. 77] 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Transportation 
Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 


Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development programs and 
activities of the Department of 
Transportation. Executive Order 12372 
and these regulations are intended to 
replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. They also 
implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert C. Ashby, Office of the Assistant 
General Counsel for Regulation and 
Enforcement, 400 7th St., S.W., 
Washington, D.C., 20590, Room 10105. 
(202) 426-4723. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983, (48 FR 3186) the 
Department of Transportation, along 
with 25 other federal agencies, 
published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) to carry out 
Executive Order 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. Subsequently, two 
more agencies published NPRMs, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
The Department, in conjunction with the 
other 27 federal agencies and OMB, 
published a notice in the Federal 
Register on April 21, 1983 (48 FR 17101) 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the 
Department's rulemaking docket, the 
Department received approximately 160 
comments on government-wide issues 
during the comment period. In addition, 


the Department received 6 comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of this Department’s programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 
issues pertaining only to the 
Department. 

In preparing the final rule, the 
Department considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Department has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Department is fully 
committed to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 
with state and local elected officials and 
to accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wished to select for coverage. 
Responding to these requests, the 
President amended the Executive Order 
on April 8, 1983, extending the effective 
date of these final regulations until 
September 30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 
11, 1983). The Department's existing 
requirements and procedures under 
OMB Circular A-95 will continue in 
effect until September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—Allows states, after consultation with 

local officials, to establish their own 

process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state or local views or explain why 
not; 

—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and, 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 
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Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a. 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry our intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) a state must tell 
the federal agency which programs and 
activities are being included under the 
state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other’components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
No. A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 
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—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 


Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed action 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point to contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the ‘accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate to explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency's nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commehting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 


and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernment Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate to Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus,—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 


proposed action being reviewed to form - 


a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Department altered 
the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§§ 17.5, 17.6(a), 17.7(b), and 
17.8(c)) are new. 


Section 17.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. Nor did the NPRM 
expressly implement section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 

The texts of Sections 401 and 204 are 
printed in the Department of 
Agriculture's final rule published 
elsewhere in this issue (See 
Supplementary Information section of 
USDA’s document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, the 
Executive Order was amended to cite 
section 204 as authority as well as 
section 401. Consequently, paragraph (a) 
of this section (as well as the authority 
citation for the entire regulation) now 
cites not only the Executive Order but 
also section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
Paragraph (b) adds mention of 
“areawide” entities in keeping with 
section 204. Other provisions in these 
regulations carry out the Department's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Department, when 
considering and making efforts to 
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accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the Department and other federal 
agencies on one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations presuppose, 
and rely on, the good faith of federal, 
state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another's 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutory responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the regulation, 
the Department is stating only that these 
regulations are not grounds for judicial 
review of agency action beyond those 
afforded by the underlying statutes. 


Section 17.2 What definitions apply to 
these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Department does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Department 
would not use the term in any but its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Department chose not to include 
a definition of “state plans,” “direct 
federal development,” or “federal 
financial assistance.” Experience in 
other regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the lists of state plans 
and program inclusions accompanying 


this rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

The Department also decided not to 
try defining “emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and under 
inclusiveness are particularly great. The 
purpose of an emergency waiver 
provision or discretion to deviate from 
certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, the 
Department expects to use such 
provisions sparingly, and only when 
absolutely necessary. Thus it would be 
counterproductive to attempt, through a 
definition, to limit this flexibility by 
anticipating all possible circumstances 
when it might be needed. 

The Department also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 17.10. 
In this section, the Secretary accepts the 
state process recommendation or 
reaches a mutually agreeable solution. If 
the Department does not provide an 
accommodation in one of these two 
ways, it must provide an explanation. 
Since the Department believes the 
section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Department considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
The Department concluded that a 
definition of this term would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Department has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term's function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble, 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 17.3 What programs and 
activities of the Department are subject 
to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
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the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 
clearly outside the scope of the Order 
(e.g., Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities, operation of FAA air traffic 
control activities). It is appropriate for 
federal agencies to decide which of their 
activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). Many 
research and development grants are 
competed on a national basis and are 
awarded for studies unrelated to the 
responsibilities or interests of state and 
local government. 

A purpose of block grant programs is 
to give funding discretion to state and 
local governments. There is little point 
in requiring state and local coordination 
of funding decisions under block grants 
when the state and local governments, 
rather than the Federal Government, 
have all the discretion with respect to 
grant applications or other decisions. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Department believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of program and activities 
which are eligible for selection for a 
state process. However, in response to 
comments, the Department has reviewed 
the criteria for exclusion as well as the 
particular exclusions that were 
proposed in January. These criteria and 
particular exclusions are discussed in 
more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 
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To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the 
Department is publishing a notice listing 
these “included” programs and 
activities. Included programs to which 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act 
applies are indicated with an asterisk 
(*). Section 204 obligations apply with 
respect to these programs only for 
projects or activities located in 
metropolitan areas. Otherwise, these 
projects are treated like any other 
program available for selection. 

This information is being published in 
a separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule to allow future changes to be 
made more conveniently. The 
Department will seek public comment 
on proposed future program or activity 
exclusions as these occur. 


Section 17.4 [Reserved] 


Section 17.5 What is the Secretary’s 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Department and other 
federal agencies to do more in ensuring 
that federal agencies communicate not 
only with state and local elected 
officials but also with each other. The 
Department believes that this point is 
well taken. Many programs and projects 
require information or approvals from a 
number of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Department is adding 
a new section, the language of which is 
derived from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Secretary, to 
the extent practicable, will consult with 
and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the Department regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. 


Section 17.6 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 17.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicity 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 


comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Department 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a state process. In particular, the 
Department does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
of each local jurisdiction in a state 
before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 17.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Secretary with each change in its 
program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Department 
to establish deadlines for states to 
inform the Secretary of changes in 
program selections. The primary reason 
for this provision is to expedite 
processing of assistance applications 
and to reach decisions on projects at 
times of heavy workload, such as the 
end of the fiscal year. For example, 
deadlines could be set to avoid having 
to make, on short notice, midstream 
changes in coordination procedures. In 
addition, the Department has made 
some editorial changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
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is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 17.7, discussed below. 


Section 17.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Department's 
programs and activities? 


Paragraph (a) incorporates material 
from §§ 17.3(b) and 17.6{b) of the NPRM, 
except that the final regulation specifies 
that the Secretary's obligation to 
communicate with state and local 
elected officials applies to programs and 
activities subject to the Order that are 
covered by a state process. This change 
is intended to emphasize that it is with 
the state process, not just a Governor's 
office or other state government entity, 
that the Secretary will communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Department must 
pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a state process. 
The Department may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
the Department's programs or activities. 
Further, the Department need not rely 
on the state process or the single point 
of contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Department notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of sections 401 and 204 is the 
responsibility of the state process. The 
single point of contact could be the 
information channel for this purpose. 
The Department need not notify 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
separately in this situation, but may do 
so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Department 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Department 
will carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. This notice may be either 





through publication (e.g., a notice in the 
Federal Register or in a publication 
widely available in the area potentially 
affected by the proposed federal action) 
or direct (e.g., a letter to the mayor of an 
affected city). The notice will alert the 
directly affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identifying who in 
the Department should be contacted for 
more information. 


Section 17.8 How does the Secretary 
provide states the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 17.6{c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 17.8(a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Secretary would give states at least 30 
days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Department has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
(including interstate matters). 

The Secretary will establish, by notice 
to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information could 
be provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. When a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Department will provide 
notice, including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities regarding the 
proposed federal action. Because 
paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Secretary will establish this starting 
date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Secretary to establish 
deadlines for submission of various 
materials is no longer necessary and has 
been deleted. When establishing 
deadlines, the Secretary will ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 


review and comment on an application 
or project proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 17.6(a) of the NPRM. The 
provisions of this section apply to cases 
in which review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. This paragraph is 
intended to make clear that when this 
responsibility is delegated, these 
procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the state level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key step in a timely review, and that 
a full and complete application was 
generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. The Department is aware of 
these concerns, but in the interest of 
retaining as much flexibility as possible 
for the state process, has decided not to 
require applicants to submit notices of 
intent or full and complete applications 
at particular points in time to the state 
process. The Department encourages 
applicants at an early stage to notify 
and talk with officials and entities who 
have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the application. 

Paragraph (e) of § 17.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 17.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Secretary 
receives and responds to comments. 


Section 17.9 How does the Secretary 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 17.6(e) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Secretary's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 17.6(e) had provided that the 
Secretary would respond as provided in 
the Order to all comments from a state 
that are provided through a state office 
or official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
state and the federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
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second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Department’s decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act, the 
Department has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Department 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Department is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Department. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Secretary 
to follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 17.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Department.) If these conditions are not 
met, the Secretary will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 


accommodate, the concerns of state and 


local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the 
Department will always fully consider 
all comments it receives under these 
regulations. 

The Department's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Department's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period propesed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Department will 
respond as provided in § 17.10 to a state 
process recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact wiil not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 


program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Department. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Department before 
the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their comments directly to the 
Department concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Department all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as sections 401 and 204 
specify, the Department considers all 
views from state, areawide, regional, 
and local entities or officials. It should 
also reassure commenters that the views 
of concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d); the 
Department makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 
state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 
if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process 
recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
may submit comments either to the 
applicant or to the Department. The 
Department is obligated to consider 
these comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of the 
Department. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Department's obligation to consider all 
the comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Department. This 
obligation derives directly from sections 
401 and 204. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that the Department and other federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
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each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 


» federal agencies require applicants to 


submit materials requested by the state 
process, and the federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although the Department recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Department does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. The 
Department believes that each state 
process should establish the “paper 
flow” procedures best suited to its 
situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, the Department will expect 
the applicant to forward those 
comments with its application to the 
Department. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the state process recommendation to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact. The point here is that state 
processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the Federal Government with each 
application, and thus alleviate concerns 
that the application and comments 
might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Department. 


Section 17.10 How does the Secretary 


inake efforts to accommodate 


intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact, the Department becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Department need 
not accommodate or explain comments 
that (1) do not constitute or form the 
state process recommendation, or (2) are 
not provided through a single point of 
contact. The Department will fully 
consider all such comments, but there 
will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
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paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the Department 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 
whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurs, the Department 
will always send a written explanation 
of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Department will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Department believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance or the start 
of direct federal development a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Department believes that ten days will 
be adequate time for the state process to 
formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Department has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Department has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the 
Department sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Department will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the 
Department sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Department will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Department's responsibilities to 


accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 17.11 What are the Secretary’s 
obligations in interstate situations? 


This section is based on § 17.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases. 

The Department received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
situations. Most of these comments 
asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
did not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
interstate metropolitan areas and the 
designated areawide entities that 
represent them. 

The Department does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Department's interest to have affected 
states mutually agree on the 
Department’s programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Department will work with officials of 
states involved in an interstate situation 
in an attempt to secure this agreement. 
This should not be a regulatory 
requirement, however. 

The Department believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Department will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Department with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Department if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
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recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Department, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Department through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Department 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
If a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state’s single point of contact, 
the Department would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 


Section 17.12 How may a state 
simplify, consolidate or substitute 
federally required state plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. The Department did receive a 
number of comments on this section, 
however. Several agreed that states 
should be able to simplify state plans, 
but objected to allowing states to 
consolidate their plans. The reasons for 
these objections differed; most appeared 
to be from those who feared that 
consolidation of state plans would cause 
the interests of particular groups or 
particular programs to be ignored. As 
this section merely implements the 
requirement of the Order that federal 
agencies allow the consolidation of state 
plans, the Department had little 
discretion in developing this provision. 
In addition, the Department has the 
obligation to ensure that any simplified 
or consolidated state plan coninues to 
meet all federal requirements. For 
example, a consolidated plan that failed 
to meet statutory or regulatory 
requirements for a particular program 
would not be accepted. 

One commenter recommended that an 
appeals process be established to deal 
with situations in which federal 
agencies disapprove modified state 
plans. The Department believes that 
such a process is not necessary, because 
if a federal agency disapproves a 
modified plan for failure to meet federal 
requirements, the state can appeal the 
decision through normal agency 
mechanisms. In any event, during the 
review process before disapproval, the 
Department will work with states to 
resolve problems that could impede 
approval. 

A few commenters recommended 
there be a federal “single point of 
contact” for state plans or other 
purposes. The Department believes this 
idea would not work, because of 
differing agency responsibilities under 
the wide variety of program statutes 
that various federal agencies carry out. 
In addition, federal agencies need to 
retain existing delegations of state plan 
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approval authority. However, the 
Department and other federal agencies 
will each designate focal points with 
whom states can deal on state plan 
matters. In addition, the federal agencies 
having state plans intend to establish an 
informal interagency steering group, 
which will meet quarterly to discuss 
state plan matters. Through this steering 
group, as well as by interagency 
contacts in specific situations, federal 
agencies will coordinate with each other 
in cases when states consolidate plans 
across federal lines. This coordination 
should promote consistent 
determinations among and within 
agencies on state plans. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the federal agencies develop a model 
state plan format that could be used by 
the states. While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific state questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other states), we believe 
that states should be free to develop 
their own formats to reflect their own 
situations. Consequently, the 
Department will not develop model 
formats, since formats developed as 
models for the voluntary use of states 
could come to be regarded, either by 
federal agencies or by states, as 
required. 

A list of state plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated, or substituted 
for, appears elsewhere in today’s 
Federal Register and will be updated 
periodically. 


Section 17.13 May the Secretary waive 
any provision of these regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Department is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If the 
Department uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Department will attempt, 
to the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In . 
addition, the Department will keep 
records of all situations in which the 
emergency waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 


regulations, there are several other 
comments made to the Department to 
which the Department would like to 
respond. Several commenters said that 
the Office of Management and Budget 
should have a stronger oversight role, 
thus ensuring that federal agencies carry 
out their obligations under the Order 
and these regulations. Behind these 
comments seems to be a concern that 
federal agencies are not really 
interested in consultin with state and 
local governments and a view that, in 
the absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Department wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations, and 
will act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Department’s obligations. ; 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
focefully is an important part of the 
Administration's Federalism policy, and 
the Administration's policymaking 
officials intend the policy to be carried 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Department are responsible to 
the Secretary, who in turn is responsible 
to the President for carrying out 
important Administration policy. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded the Department and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Department will continue 
to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the 
Department will work with states to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
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regardless of the structure of a state’s 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Department will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to Federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 


The Department proposed to exclude 
relatively few of its programs and 
activities for exclusion from the scope of 
the Executive Order. Six commenters 
responded to the proposed exclusions. 
Four wanted the National Airport 
System Plan (NASP) to be included. 
Two other commenters asked that 
additional FHWA programs be excluded 
(e.g.. programs to maintain or 
rehabilitate existing highway facilities, 
traffic safety and engineering 
improvements). 

The FAA has concluded that its 
reasons for excluding the NASP remain 
valid. The NASP is an unconstrained 
report of needs, and it contains 
considerably more development than 
could be financed with Federal aid. 
Development must be included in the 
NASP to be eligible for an airport aid 
grant, but inclusion does not represent 
federal approval or commit federal 
funds. The NASP is prepared from the 
“bottom up.” Local governments prepare 
master plans for specific airports, state 
governments and regional planning 
agencies incorporate these into system 
plans, and the FAA identifies the 
airports that have national significance. 
The FAA relies heavily on state and 
local plans, and makes federal funds 
available to help fund these plans. Since 
coordinated planning is already an 
integral part of the preparation of these 
plans, it would not be appropriate to 
apply the procedures of this regulation 
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to the completed palns. These same 
considerations apply to the National 
Plan of Integrated Airport Systems, 
which takes the place of the NASP 
under Pub. L. 97-248. 

In response to the comments received 
on its programs, FHWA has decided 
that it would be appropriate to exclude 
the following additional activities: 
—Traffic engineering improvements 
—Safety projects 
—3R Projects 
—4R projects not involving new 

construction or major new added 

features 

—All projects involving the new 
construction of features directed 
solely at the operation of a highway 
facility (e.g., rest areas, landscaping, 
lighting). 

—Bridge replacement projects 

—Experimental and demonstration 
projects 

—Emergency relief projects 

These activities can be characterized 
as preserving the integrity of the existing 
transportation system and preseving 
and ensuring the safety and efficient 
operation of existing facilities. These 
exclusions are consistent with practice 
under the A-95 system. They do not 
exclude anything that was covered 
under A-95. 

In preparing the list of inclusions for 
this final rule, some DOT offices 
discovered programs and activities that 
inadvertantly were left off the list of 
proposed exclusions in the NPRM. The 
Department will publish a notice at a 
later date requesting public comment on 
a proposal to exclude these programs. 
At present, however, Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development programs not excluded 
should be regarded as included. With 
the exceptions listed in this section of 
the preamble, all DOT federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities 
should be regarded as included. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, Regulatory Flexibility 
Act, and DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures 


The Department has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Department and 
allow state and local governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. For this reason, the 
Department believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently, the Department certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 


that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This rule is not 
subject to section 3504(h) of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, since it does 
not require the collection or retention of 
data. Because of its intermodal, 
interagency, and intergovernmental 
effects, this rule is a significant rule 
under the DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures. However, because its 
economic effects are likely to be 
minimal for any of the parties involved, 
the Department has determined that the 
preparation of a regulatory evaluation is 
not necessary. 


List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 17 


Intergovernmental relations. 


1. For the.reasons set forth in the 
Preamble, the Department of 
Transportation amends Title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations, by adding a new 
Part 17, to read as follows: 


PART 17—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

17.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

17.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

17.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

17.4 Reserved 

17.5 What is the Secretary's obligation with 
respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

17.6 What procedures apply to the selection 
of programs and activities under these 
regulations? 

17.7 How does the Secretary communicate 
with state and local officials concerning 
the Department's programs and 
activities? 

17.8 How does the secretary provide states 
an opportunity to comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development? 

17.9 How does the Secretary receive and 
respond to comments? 

17.10 How does the Secretary make efforts 
to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

17.11 What are the Secretary's obligations 
in interstate situations? 

17.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

17.13 May the Secretary waive any 
provision of these regulations? 


Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 
1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 
(48 FR 15887): Sec. 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506); Sec. 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 3334). 
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§ 17.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

(a) The regulation in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Department, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Department or its officers. 


§ 17.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 


“Department” means the U.S. 
Department of Transportation. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation 
or an official or employee of the 
Department acting for the Secretary 
under a delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 17.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

The Secretary publishes in the Federal 
Register a list of the Department's 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations and identifies which 
of these are subject to the requirements 
of section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act. 


§ 17.4 [Reserved] 


§ 17.5 What is the Secretary’s obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

The Secretary, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
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advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Department regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


$17.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 


(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 17.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Secretary of the 
Department’s programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Secretary of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the state shall submit to 
the Secretary an assurance that the 
state has consulted with elected local 
elected officials regarding the change. 
The Department may establish 
deadlines by which states are required 
to inform the Secretary of changes in 
their program selections. 

(d) The Secretary uses a state's 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs, and activities, 
after the Secretary is notified of its 
selections. 


§ 17.7 How does the Secretary 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning the Department’s programs and 
activities? 


(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under § 17.6, 
= Secretary, to the extent permitted by 
aw: 

(1) Uses the state process to determine 
views of state and local elected officials; 
and, 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the state 
process, as early in a program planning 
cycle as is reasonably feasible to 
explain specific plans and actions. 

(b) The Secretary provides notice to 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed Federal financial assistance or 
direct Federal development if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 


(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state proces. 

This notice may be made by 
publication in the Federal Register or 
other appropriate means, which the 
Department in its discretion deems 
appropriate. 


§ 17.8 How does the Secretary provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance and 
direct federal development? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Secretary gives state processes or 
state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities at least: 

(1) [Reserved] 

(2) 60 days from the date established 
by the Secretary to comment on 
proposed direct federal development or 
federal financial assistance. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Department have been delegated. 

(c) Applicants for programs and 
activities subject to section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Act shall allow areawide agencies a 60- 
day opportunity for review and 
comment. 


§ 17.9 How does the Secretary receive 
and respond to comments? 

(a) The Secretary follows the 
procedures in § 17.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 17.6 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local offficia!s 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Department. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Department by the 
single point of contact, the Secretary 
follows the procedures of § 17.10 of this 
Part. 

(e) The Secretary considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Secretary 
is not required to apply the procedures 
of § 17.10 of this Part, when such 


29273 


comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the Department by a commenting 
party. 


§ 17.10 How does the Secretary make 
efforts to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Department through its single point of 
contact, the Secretary either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of the 
decision, in such form as the Secretary 
in his or her discretion deems 
appropriate. The Secretary may also 
supplement the written explanation by 
providing the explanation to the single 
point of contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Secretary informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Department will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Secretary has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 17.11 What are the Secretary's 
obligations in interstate situations? 

(a) The Secretary is responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the 
Department's program or activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Department's program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 17.10 of 
this Part if the Secretary receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Department 
have been delegated. 





29274 


(b) The Secretary uses the procedures 
in § 17.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to the 
Department through a single point of 
contact. 


§ 17.12 How may a state simplify, 


(a) As used in this section: 

(1) “Simplify” means that a state may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a state plan. 

(2) “Consolidate” means that a state 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
state can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a state 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet Federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 
state may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans without prior 
approval! by the Secretary. 

(c) The Secretary reviews each state 
plan that a state has simplified, 
consolidated, or substituted and accepts 
the plan only if its contents meet federal 
requirements. 

§ 17.13 May the Secretary waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Secretary may 
waive any provision of these 
regulations. 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


[Notice No. 82-12] 

intergovernmenta! Review of 
Department of Transportation 
Programs and Activities 

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, DOT. 


ACTION: Notice of Programs and 
Activities Included Within the Scope of 
Executive Order 12372. 


summary: The Department of 
Transportation is publishing in today's 
Federal Register its final regulation to 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” This notice lists the Federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities of 
the Department which the Order and 
these regulations cover. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert C. Ashby, Office of the Assistant 
General Counsel for Regulation and 
Enforcement, 400 7th St., S.W., 
Washington D.C., 20590, Room 10105. 
(202) 426-4723. ; 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


List of Programs Included for Coverage 
Under 49 CFR Part 17 


Programs marked with an asterisk (*) 


2. The Department is removing the 
following regulations: 


TITLE 14—{AMENDED] 
PART 152—[ Amended] 


Appendix E—[Removed] 


14 CFR Part 152, by removing 
Appendix E thereto in its entirety. 


TITLE 23—{AMENDED] 
PART 420—[ AMENDED] 


Subpart C—[Removed] 


23 CFR Part 420, by removing Subpart 
C thereof in its entirety; 


PART 650—[ AMENDED] 


§ 650.113 [Amended] 


23 CFR Part 650, by removing 
$ 650.113(b) thereof; 


PART 740—[AMENDED] 


§ 740.118 [Amended] 


23 CFR Part 740, by removing 
§ 740.118{e}(2) thereof, by removing the 
words “and the Regional and State 
clearinghouses” from § 740.118(e)(3} 
thereof, and, in § 740.118{e) thereof, by 
redesignating paragraph (e)(3) as 
paragraph (e)(2). 


TITLE 49—{AMENDED] 


PART 25—[ AMENDED] 


§ 25.29 [Amended] 
49 CFR Part 25, by removing § 25.29(b) 
thereof; 


are also covered by Section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966, as amended, 
in locations to which this statute 
applies. 
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PART 266—[ AMENDED] 


§ 266.15 [Amended] 

49 CFR Part 266, by removing from 
§ 266.15(a) thereof the second and third 
sentences, from the words “In 
accordance with. . .” through the 
words “there were no comments.” 


PART 450—[AMENDED] 


§ 450.106 [Amended] 

49 CFR Part 450, by substituting a 
period for the comma following the 
word “planning” in § 450.1086(c) thereof 
and removing all language in that 
paragraph following the word 
“planning.” 


§ 450.108 [Amended] 

49 CFR Part 450, by removing 
§ 450.108(b) thereof, by substituting a 
period for a comma after the word 
“services” in § 450.108(d) thereof and 
removing all language in that paragraph 
following the word “services,” and by 
redesignating in § 450.108 paragraph (c) 
as paragraph (b), paragraph (d) as 
paragraph (c), and paragraph (e) as 
paragraph (d). 


Issued this 17th day of June 1983, at 
Washington, D.C. 


Elizabeth Hanford Dole, 
Secretary of Transportation. 


[FR Doc. 83~-16885 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 4910-62-M 


gram. 
State Boating Safety Financial As- 
sistance Program. 


‘Alteration of Obstructive Bridges. 


The Department also carries on direct 
Federal development activities. While 
these activities (e.g., construction of 
facilities) occur in the context of a 
number of Departmental functions, they 
do not themselves have program names 
like those of the financial assistance 
programs listed above. These direct 
development activities are included 
under the coverage of 49 CFR Part 17 
where not expressly excluded, and the 
Department will comply with this 
regulation in each specific case. 

Issued this 17th day of June, 1983, at 
Washington, D.C. 

Elizabeth Hanford Dole, 
Secretary of Transportation. 
[FR Doc. 83~16886 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4910-62-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Department of Treasury Programs and 
Activities 


AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, 
Treasury. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Executive Order 12372 (47 FR 
30959, July 16, 1982), “Intergovernmental 
Review of Federal Programs”, and 
agency regulations published elsewhere 
in today’s Federal Register are intended 
to replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. These regulations 
also implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. The 
Treasury Department is not publishing 
rules to carry out the Executive Order or 
these statutes because we have 
concluded that none of the Department's 
programs are subject to the Order. 
Promulgation of rules is therefore 
unnecessary. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Charles M. Mohn, Office of State and 
Local Finance, Room 3026, Department 
of Treasury, 1500 Pennsylvania Avenue, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20220. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3197) the 
Department of the Treasury, along with 
25 other federal agencies published 
notices proposing that their programs 
not be subject to the Order or Notices of 
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM). 
Subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. The Department, in 
conjunction with the other 27 federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on April 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101) reopening the public comment 
period, and scheduling a public meeting 
for May 5, 1983. 

During the comment period, the 
Department received 2 comments 
specifically related to the proposed 


exclusion of all of its programs and 
activities from coverage under the 
Order. The Department also was 
provided copies of selected comments 
received by OMB or the federal agencies 
that had published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking. These comments addressed 
general issues of program coverage. 

In preparing this notice, the 
Department considered these comments, 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. A 
substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the 
Order, and that elected officials of State 
and local governments are the only 
proper parties to decide what should be 
excluded from the State process of 
intergovernmental review. Other 
commenters objected to the various 
criteria used by federal agencies in 
developing their lists of programs and 
activities that were being proposed for 
exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development, and the Order mandates 
consultation only when State and local 
governments provide non-federal funds 
for, or are directly affected by, the 
proposed federal action. Programs and 
actvities not falling into either of the 
categories are clearly outside the scope 
of the Order. Further, it is appropriate 
for federal agencies to decide which of 
their activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. There are also actions 
related to Federal financial assistance 
or direct federal development activities 
where review and comment as provided 
by the Executive Order would be 
inappropriate. 

Two comments were received by the 
Department of the Treasury that were 
specific to Treasury programs. The 
commenters questioned the exclusion of 
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Treasury programs from the Executive 
Order. It was explained that with the 
exception of Revenue Sharing, these 
programs were neither “federal financial 
assistance” nor “direct federal 
development,” as defined by the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 
which is the basis for the Executive 
Order. Also, Treasury's decision is 
based on OMB guidance that programs 
that are “brief, episodic, and ‘on request’ 
" are excluded. 

It was explained that Revenue 
Sharing is an entitlement program under 
which allocation are made according to 
a statutorily imposed formula. Thus, 
Revenue Sharing is excluded by the 
terms of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act and therefore, by the 
Executive Order. 

The Department has concluded that, 
presently, none of its programs or 
activities are covered by the Executive 
Order. When new programs or activities 
are authorized or initiated by the 
Department, the Department will 
determine whether these new programs 
or activities fall within the scope of the 
Order. If the Department intends to 
exclude new or additional programs or 
activities from coverage under the 
Order, a notice soliciting public 
comments will be published in the 
Federal Register. If the determination is 
made that a new or additional program 
should be included, the Department will 
then promulgate rules implementing the 
Order by using the customary 
procedures for rulemaking. 

Even if a program or activity is 
excluded from the consultation system 
established by the Order, state and local 
officials will have the opportunity to 
have their views considered by the 
Department under any consultation 
procedures provided for in existing or 
future program statutes. 


Dated: June 16, 1983. 
Peier Wallison, 
General Counsel. 
[FR Doc. 83-16897 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4810-25-M 
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ACTION 
45 CFR Part 1233 


intergovernmental Review of ACTION 
Programs 


AGENCY: ACTION. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance programs of 
ACTION. Executive Order 12372 and 
these regulations are intended to replace 
the intergovernmental consultation 
system developed under Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular’ 
A-95. They also implement section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ronald C. Owens, Office of General 
Counsel, ACTION, Washington, D.C. 
20525, phone (202) 254-7963. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3200), ACTION, 
along with 25 other federal agencies, 
published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) to carry out 
Executive Order 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. Subsequently, two 
more agencies published NPRMs, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
ACTION, in conjunction with the other 
27 federal agencies and OMB, published 
a notice in the Federal Register on April 
21, 1983 (48 FR 17101), reopening the 
comment period, scheduling a public 
meeting for May 5, 1983, and requesting 
comments on several tentative 
responses to comments. 

Comments received by OMB and 
other federal agencies were 
incorporated in the Agency's rulemaking 
docket. ACTION received no 
substantive comments relating to its 
proposed regulation. 

In preparing the final rule, the Agency 
considered these comments as well as 
testimony at public meetings held in 
Washington on March 2, 1983, and May 
5, 1983, and a hearing before the Senate 
Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Agency has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Agency is fully 
committed to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 


with state and local elected officials and 
to accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983). 
The Agency's existing requirements and 
procedures under OMB Circular A-95 
will continue in effect until September 
30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—aAllows states, after consultation with 

local offieials, to establish their own 

process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 
not; 

—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and, 

—Revokes OMB Circular A-95. 


- Salient Features of the Policies 


Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) a state must tell 
the federal agency which programs and 
activities are being included under the 
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state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 


—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage. 
the review and comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
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has among its options those of: 
preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the ‘accommodate or explain” 
response by federal! agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
“state process recommendation” are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency’s nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) accept the recommendation; 


(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 


- process and transmitted by the single 


point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Agency altered the 
section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 





Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§§ 1233.5, 1233.6(a), 1233.7(b), 
and 1233.8(c}) are new. 
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Section 1233.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. 

The text of section 401 is printed in 
the Department of Agriculture final rule 
published elsewhere in this issue (see 
Supplementary Information section of 
U.S.D.A.’s document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, 
paragraph (a) of this section (as well as 
the authority citation for the entire 
regulation) now cites not only the 
Executive Order but also section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 
Other provisions in these regulations 
carry out the Agency's responsibilities 
under these statutory provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Agency, when considering 
and making efforts to accommodate 
comments and recommendations it 
receives under these regulations, 
recognizes its responsibilities under this 
section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
ACTION and other federal agencies on 
one hand, and state and local elected 
officials on the other. The Order and 
these regulations presuppose, and rely 
on, the good faith of federal, state and 
local officials in communicating with 
one another and seeking to understand 
one another's concerns. To regard these 
regulations as rigid procedures intended 
to provide new opportunities for 
litigation would be wholly contrary to 
their purpose. Agencies have statutory 
responsibilities under the laws on which 
these rules are based. In some cases, 
courts have held agency actions to be 
judicially reviewable under these 
statutes. By retaining paragraph (c) in 
the regulation, the Agency is stating 
only that these regulations are not 





grounds for judicial review of agency 
action beyond those afforded by the 
underlying statutes. 


Section 1233.2 What definitions apply 
to these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Agency does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Agency 
would not use the term in any but its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Agency chose not to include a 
definition of “federal financial 
assistance.” Experience in other 
regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadevertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. 

The Agency also decided not to try 
defining “emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rule, the 
Agency expects to use such provisions 
sparingly, and only when absolutely 
necessary. Thus, it would be 
counterproductive to attempt, through a 
definition, to limit this flexibility by 
anticipating all possible circumstances 
when it might be needed. 

The Agency also does not believe a 
definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in section 
1233.10. In this section, the Director 
accepts the state process 
recommendation or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If the Agency does 
not provide an accommodation in one of 
these two ways, it must provide an 
explanation. Since the Agency believes 


the section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Agency considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
The Agency concluded a definition of 
this term would not materially help 
clarify those situations in which the 
Agency has an obligation to 
“accommodate or explain” in response 
to comments and recommendations. The 
term’s function is discussed at great 
length in earlier and subsequent 
sections of this preamble and this 
should provide sufficient information as 
to it meaning. 


Section 1233.3 What programs of the 


Agency are subject to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 
clearly outside the scope of the Order 
(e.g., Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities, procurement of military 
weapons systems). It is appropriate for 
federal agencies to decide which of their 
activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
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formulation of the Agency's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB's 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation.) 

To provide information on the 
programs eligible for selection for state 
processes, the Agency is publishing a 
notice listing these “included” programs. 
This information is being published in a 
separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule to allow future changes to be 
made more conveniently. The Agency 
will seek public comment on proposed 
future program exclusions, as these 
occur. 


Section 1233.4 [Reserved] 


Section 1233.5 What is the Director's 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the federal agencies to do 
more in ensuring that federal agencies 
communicate not only with state and 
local elected officials but also with each 
other. The Agency believes that this 
point is well taken. Many programs and 
projects require information or 
approvals from a number of federal 
agencies, and federal interagency 
communication is as important, in many 
cases, as intergovernmental 
communication. Consequently, the 
Agency is adding a new section, the 
language of which is derived from 
subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Director, to the 
extent practicable, will consult with and 
seek advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
ACTION regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


Section 1233.6 What procedures apply 
to the selection of programs under these 
regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any ACTION program 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 1233.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs for coverage. 
This addition responds to comments 
that asked that the states’ obligation in 
this regard, as well as in the 
establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
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provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Agency believes 
that these requirements are clear and 
that further administrative requirements 
imposed by regulations are unnecessary 
and would, in many cases, delay or 
interfere with the establishment of a 
state process. In particular, the Agency 
does not believe that the Order 
contemplates so rigid a requirement as a 
sign-off by an official of each local 
jurisdiction in a state before a process 
may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (b). 
ang (c), respectively, of § 1233.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Director with each change in its 
program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Agency to 
establish deadlines for states to inform 
the Director of changes in program 
selections. The primary reason for this 
provision is to expedite processing of 
assistance applications and to reach 
decisions on projects at times of heavy 
workload, such as the end of the fiscal 
year. For example, deadlines could be 
set to avoid having to make, on short 
notice, midstream changes in the 
coordination procedures. In addition, the 
Agency has made some editorial 
changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program is not 
selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 1233.7, discussed below. 


Section 1233.7. How does the Director 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Agency's 
programs? 


Paragraph (a) incorporates material 
from §§ 1233.3(b) and 1233.6(b) of the 
NPRM, except that the final regulation 
specifies that the Director's obligation to 
communicate with state and local 
elected officials applies to programs 
subject to the Order that are covered by 
a state process. This change is intended 
to emphasize that it is with the state 
process, not just a Governor's office or 
other state government entity, that the 
Director will communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Agency must pursue 
such notification and consultation 
practices under these authorities even 
where the program or activity is selected 
for a state process. The Agency may 
also take the initiative at any time to 
contact any interested person or entity 
about one of the Agency's programs. 
Further, the Agency need not rely on the 
state process or the single point of 
contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Agency notifies the state 
process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of section 401 is the responsibility of the 
state process. The single point of contact 
could be the information channel for this 
purpose. The Agency need not notify 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
separately in this situation, but may do 


80. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Agency 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program. The Agency will carry out its 
responsibilities in these situations by 
providing notice to state, areawide, 
regional of local officials or entities that 
would be directly affected by the 
proposed federal financial assistance. 
This notice may be either through 
publication (e.g., a notice in the Federal 
Register or in a publication widely 
available in the area potentially affected 
by the proposed federal action) or direct 
(e.g., a letter to the mayor of an affected 
city). The notice will alert the directly 
affected entities concerning the 


29281 


proposed action and identifying who in 
the Agency should be contacted for 
more information. 


Section 1233.8 How does the Director 
provide states the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 1233.6(c) of the 
NPRM (redesignated § 1233.8(a) in the 
final rule) than any other provision in 
the proposed regulation. The NPRM 
proposed that, except in unusual 
circumstances, the Director would give 
states at least 30 days to comment on 
any proposed federal financial 
assistance. Almost all commenters 
discussing this point felt 30 days was 
too brief a period to develop comments, 
particularly when disagreements among 
various interested parties within the 
state need to be resolved. Commenters 
requested a number of longer comment 
periods, including 35, 45, 50, and 60 
days. Some commenters suggested that 
an additional period—normally between 
15 and 30 days—be available to states 


either at their discretion or when 


disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Agency has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
[except with respect to federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards, for which the 
comment period would remain 30 days}. 

The Director will establish, by notice 
to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. Where a program is 


not selected for the state process, the 


Agency will provide notice, including 
any adjustments to the comment period 
that may be necessary, to directly 
affected state, areawide, regional and 
local entities regarding the proposed 
federal action. Because paragraphs (a) 
and (b) now provide that the Director 
will establish this starting date, the 
language of the NPRM permitting the 
Director to establish deadlines for 
submission of various materials is no 
longer necessary and has been deleted. 
When establishing deadlines, the 
Director will ensure the commenting 
parties under the state process are 
afforded adequate time to review and 
comment on an application or project 
proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 1233.6(a) of the NPRM. 
The provisions of this section apply to 
cases in which review, coordination, 
and the communication with the Agency 
have been delegated. This paragraph is 
intended to make clear that when this 
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responsibility is delegated, these 
procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the state level. 
Paragraph (e) of § 1233.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 1233.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Director 
receives and responds to comments. 


Section 1233.9 How does the Director 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 1233.6{e) 
of the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Director's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 1233.6(e) had provided that the 
Director would respond as provided in 
the Order to all comments from a state 
that are provided through a state office 
or official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
state and the federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Agency’s decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, the 
Agency has made substantial changes in 
this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 


channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Agency whether 
this single point of contact also has a 
substantive role in preparing comments. 
That is up to the state and local elected 
officials who establish each state 
process. The Agency is concerned only 
that the single point of contact 
communicates those comments and 
recommendations to the Agency. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Director to 
follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 1233.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Agency.) If these conditions are not met, 
the Director will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the Agency 
will always fully consider all comments 
it receives under these regulations. 

The Agency's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 


consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Agency's “accommodate or explain” 
responsibility will be greatly aided 
when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus was to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Agency will respond 
as provided in § 1233.10 to a state 
process recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Agency under these rules. 
Moveover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph (b) 
(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Agency. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Agency before the 
review and comment period ends. These 
entities may also choose to send their 
comments directly to the Agency 
concurrent with their sending them to 
the state process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Agency all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as section 401 specifies, the 
Agency considers all views from state, 
areawide, regional, and local entities or 
officials. It should also reassure 
commenters that the views of concerned 
officials are not subject to any “pocket 
veto” by the single point of contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the Agency 
makes provision for responding to 
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comments in situations where there is 
no state process or for programs that are 
not selected for a state process. 
Paragraph (c) provides that in the 
absence of a state process, or if the 
single point of contact does not transmit 
a state process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local entities 
may submit comments either to the 
applicant or to the Agency, or both. The 
Agency is obligated to consider these 
comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program of the Agency. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Agency’s obligation to consider all the 
comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Agency. This obligation 
derives directly from section 401. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that ACTION and other federal agencies 
impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although the Agency recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Agency does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. The 
Agency believes that each state process 
should establish the “paper flow” 
procedures best suited to its situation. 
Where the state process decides to send 
comments to the applicant, the Agency 
will expect the applicant to forward 
those comments with its application to 
the Agency. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the state process recommendation to the 
Agency through the single point of 
contact. The point here is that state 
processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the Federal Government with each 


application, and thus alleviate concerns 
that the application and comments 
might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Agency. 


Section 1233.10 How does the Director 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Agency through a single point contact, 
the Agency becomes obligated to 
accommodate or explain. This means 
that the Agency need not accommodate 
or explain comments that (1) do not 
constitute or form the state process 
recommendation, or (2) are not provided 
through a single point of contact. The 
Agency will fully consider all such 
comments, but there will be no 
“accommodate or explain” obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the Agency may 
not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 
whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurs, the Agency will 
always send a written explanation of 
the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Agency will not implement a decision 
for ten days after the single point of 
contact receives the explanation. A few 
commenters suggested that this waiting 
period should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Agency believes that to 
avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance, a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Agency believes that ten days will be 
adequate time for the state process to 
formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Agency has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Agency has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the Agency 
sends a letter but does not make a 
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telephone call, the ten-day period begins 
on the date the single point of contact is 
presumed to have received it. This 
presumptive date of receipt is five days 
from the date on which the letter is sent, 
a period consistent with the long- 
standing successful practice of the 
Social Security Administration and 
Jonger than that used for presumptive 
receipt of official papers in many other 
legal contexts. In effect, the Agency will 
be free to begin carrying out its decision 
on the sixteenth day after the day the 
Agency sends the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Agency will make an effort to be 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Agency's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 1233.11 [Reserved.] 
Section 1233.12 [Reserved] 


Section 1233.13 May the Director 
waive any provision on these 
regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Agency is strongly 
committed to compliance with the 
Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If the 
Agency uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Agency will attempt, to 
the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decision-making concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the Agency will keep records 
of all situations in which the emergency 
waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to the comments 
specifically pertaining to various 
features of these regulations, there are 
several other comments made to the 
Agency to which the Agency would like 
to respond. Several commenters said 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget should have a stronger oversight 





role, thus ensuring that federal agencies 
carry out their obligations under the 
Order and these regulations. Behind 
these comments seems to be a concern 
that federal agencies are not really 
interested in consulting with state and 
local governments and a view that, in 
the absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Agency wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations, and 
will act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Agency’s obligations. Carrying out 
this Order faithfully and forcefully is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy, and the 
Administration’s policymaking officials 
intend the policy to be carried out fully 
by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review of “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Agency are responsible to the 
Director who, in turn, is responsible to 
the President for carrying out important 
Administration policy. 

Finally, a number of commenters 
reminded ACTION and other agencies 
that we should continue to follow 
existing statutory requirements that 
affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Agency will continue to 
follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the Agency 
will work with states to integrate 
handling some of these crosscutting 
requirements with the official state 
process. However, regardless of the 
structure of a state’s process or whether 
there is a state process at all, the 
Agency will continue to meet all legal 
requirements in these areas. 


Scope 


The Agency has not excluded any of 
ACTION's programs under this rule. 
Historically, the only ACTION programs 
covered by OMB Circular A-95 were the 
Older American Volunteer Programs 
(OAVP) and, generally, only positive 
comments were received. Some states, 
in their A-95 process, have elected not 
to review proposals for renewal of 
ongong OAVP projects. Numerous state 
and local government entities are 
themselves ACTION grantees or 
providers of non-federal support for 
local projects. Outside of OAVP, the 
agency and the states have had no 
experience with review of other 
ACTION programs beyond the 
legislated Governor's review of VISTA 
proposals. Accordingly, the agency will 
review the present decision to make no 
exclusions at a future date as 
circumstances dictate. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The Agency has determined that this 
is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Agency and allow 
state and local governments to establish 
cost effective consultation procedures. 
For this reason, the Agency believes that 
any economic impact the regulation has 
will be positive. In any event, it is 
unlikely that its economic impact will be 
significant. Consequently, the Agency 
certifies, under the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, that this rule will not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
This rule is not subject to section 3504(h) 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act, since it 
does not require the collection or 
retention of information. 


List of Subjects in 45 CFR Part 1233 


Intergovernmental relations. 


For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, ACTION amends Title 45, 
Code of Federal Regulations, by adding 
a new Part 1233, to read as follows: 


PART 1233—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF ACTION PROGRAMS 


Sec. 

1233.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

1233.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

1233.3 What programs of the Agency are 
subject to these regulations? 

1233.4 [Reserved] 

1233.5 What is the Director's obligation with 
respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 
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Sec. 

1233.6 What procedures apply to the 
sel«ction of programs under these 
regulations? 

1233.7. How does the Director communicate 
with state and local officials concerning 
the Agency's program and activities? 

1233.8 How does the Director provide states 
an opportunity to comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance? 

1233.9 How does the Director receive and 
respond to comments? 

1233.10 How does the Director make efforts 
to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

1233.11 [Reserved] 

1233.12 [Reserved] 

1233.13 May the Director waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

Authority.—Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 

(48 FR 15887); Section 401 of the 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 

as amended (31 U.S.C. 6505). 


§ 1233.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982, and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Agency, and are not intended to create 
any right or benefit enforceable at law 
by a party against the Agency or its 
officers. 

§ 1233.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

“Agency” means ACTION, the 
National Volunteer Agency. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Director” means the Director of 
ACTION, or an official or employee of 
the Agency acting for the Director under 
a delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
US. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 
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§ 1233.3 What programs of the Agency 
are subject to these regulations? 

The Director publishes in the Federal 
Register a list of the Agency's programs 
that are subject to these regulations. 


§ 1233.4 [Reserved]. 


§ 1233.5 What is the Director’s obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

The Director, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
ACTION regarding programs covered 
under these regulations. 


§ 1233.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs under these 
regulations? 

(a) A state may select any ACTION 
program published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 1233.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities, 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Director of the Agency’s 
programs selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Director of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the state shall submit to 
the Director an assurance that the state 
has consulted with local elected officials 
regarding the change. The Agency may 
establish deadlines by which states are 
required to inform the Director of 
changes in their program selections. 

(d) The Director uses a state’s process 
as soon as feasible, depending on 
individual programs, after the Director is 
notified of its selections. 


§ 1233.7 How does the Director 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning the Agency’s programs? 

(a) The Director provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would provide the 
nonfederal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed federal 
financial assistance from the Agency. 
For those programs covered by a state 
process under § 1233.6, the Director, to 
the extent permitted by law: 

(1) Uses the official state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and, 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the official 
state process, as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions. 

(b) The Director provides notice to 
directly affected state, areawide, 


regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed federal financial assistance if: 
(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 
(2) The assistance involves a program 
not selected for the state process. 


This notice may be made by publication 
in the Federal Register, or other 
appropriate means, which the Agency in 
its discretion deems appropriate. 


§ 1233.6 How does the Director provide 


(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Director gives state processes or 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities: 

(1) At least 30 days from the date 
established by the Director to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards; and 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Director to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
other than noncompeting continuation 
awards. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Agency have been delegated. 


§ 1233.9 How does the Director receive 
and fespond to comments? 

(a) The Director follows the 
procedures in § 1233.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 1233.6. 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the Agency, 
or both. 

(d) If a program is not selected for a 
state process, state, areawide, regional 
and local officials and entities may 
submit comments either to the applicant 
or to the Agency, or both. In addition, if 
a state process recommendation for a 
nonselected program is transmitted to 
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the Agency by the single point of 
contact, the Director follows the 
prodecures of § 1233.10 of this Part. 

(e) The Director considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Director is 
not required to apply the procedures of 
§ 1233.10 of this Part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the Agency by a commenting party. 


§ 1233.10 How does the Director make 
efforts to accommodate integovernmental 
concerns? 


(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the Agency 
through its single point of contact, the 
Director either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of the 
Agency's decision, in such form as the 
Director in his or her discretion deems 
appropriate. The Director may also 
supplement the written explanation by 
providing the explanation to the single 
point of contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Director informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Agency will not implement its 
decision for at least ten days after the 
single point of contact receives the 
explanation; or 

(2) The Director has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purpose of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 1233.11 [Reserved] 
$1233.12 [Reserved] 


§ 1233.13 May the Director waive any 
provision of these reguiations? 

In an emergency, the Director may 
waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

Signed at Washington, D.C. this 8th day of 
June, 1983. 

Thomas W. Pauken, 

Director, ACTION. 

{FR Doc. 83-16385 Filed 6-23-83: 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6050-01-M 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Parts 29, 35, 40, 51, and 255 
[OA-FRL-2380-2(a)]} 


intergovernmental Review of the 
Environmental Protection Agency 


Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of the Administrator. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


summary: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development programs and 
activities of the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). Executive 
Order 12372 and these regulations 
replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. They also 
implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John A. Gwynn, Chief, Grants Policy 
and Procedures Branch (PM-216), 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 20460 (202) 382-5268. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3208) the 
Environmental Protection Agency and 
25 other federal agencies published 
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRMs) to carry out Executive Order 
12372, or notices proposing that their 
programs not be subject to the Order. 
Subsequently two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. The EPA, in 
conjunction with the other 27 federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on April 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101) reopening the comment 
period, scheduling a public meeting for 
May 5, 1983, and requesting comments 
on several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including the comments received by 
OMB and other federal agencies which 
we incorporated in our rulemaking 
docket, the EPA received approximately 
160 comments on government-wide 
issues during the comment period. In 
addition, the EPA received 42 comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of our programs from the 
coverage of the Order or other issues 
pertaining only to our Agency. 





In preparing the final rule, the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
considered these comments as well as 
testimony at public meetings held in 
Washington on March 2, 1983, and May 
5, 1983, and a hearing before the Senate 
Intergovernmenta! Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, we made several 
changes from the proposed rule. The 
EPA is fully committed to carrying out 
Executive Order 12372, and intends 
through these regulations to 
communicate effectively with state and 
local elected officials and to 
accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations 
not become effective on April 30, 1983, 
as the NPRM had contemplated. 


Postponing the effective date would give 


state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983). 

The EPA’s existing requirements and 
procedures under OMB Circular A-95 
will continue in effect through 
September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—Allows states, after consultation with 

local officials, to establish their own 

process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 
not; 

—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and 

—Directs OMB to revoke OMB Circular 
No. A-95, 
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Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency’s “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A state must 
tell the federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) do not apply. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) will continue in effect, including 
those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968, as amended 
and the Demonstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, 
as amended, The intergovernmental 
consultation provisions of Circular A-95 
end as of September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 
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—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 


Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
sélection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. For 
any proposed action under a selected 
program or activity, the state has among 
its options those of: preparing and 
transmitting a state process 
recommendation through the single 
point of contact; forwarding the views of 
commenting officials and entities 
without a recommendation; or not 
subjecting the proposed action to state 
process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the ‘accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
“state process recommendation” are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency's nonaccommodation. No other 


responsibilities are prescribed by the 
federal government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact. no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
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recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section by Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the EPA altered various 
section and paragraph numbers. To 
make these changes easier to follow, we 
are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 


Portions of the final rule not listed in. 
this table (§ 29.5, § 29.6(a), § 29.7(b), and 
§ 29.8(c)) are new. 


Section 29.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. Nor did the NPRM 
expressly implement section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. These statutes 
provide as follows: 
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Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 
1966, as amended (42 USC §3334) 

Section 204. (a) All applications made after June 30, 1967, for Federal 
loans or grants to assist in carrying out open-space land projects or for the 
planning or construction of hospitals, airports, libraries, water supply 
and distribution facilities, sewerage facilities and waste treatment works, 
highways, transportation facilities, law enforcement facilities, and 
water development and land conservation projects within any metropolitan 
area shall be submitted for review -—- 

(1) to any areawide agency which is designated to perform metropolitan 
or regional planning for the area within which the assistance is to be 
used, and which is, to the greatest practicable extent, canposed of or 
responsible to the elected officials of a unit of areawide government or 


of the units of general local government within whose jurisdiction such 


agency is authorized to engage in such planning, and 

(2) if made by a special purpose unit of local government, to the 
unit or units of general local goverrment with authority to qperate in 
the area within which the project is to be located. 

(b)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, each 
application shall be accampanied (A) by the canments and recanmendat ions 
with respect to the project involved by the areawide agency and governing 
bodies of the units of general local government to which the application 
ehas been submitted for review, and (B) by a statement by the applicant 
that such camments and recommendations have been considered prior to 
formal submission of the application. Such camments shall include 
information concerning the extent to which the project is consistent with 
camprehensive planning developed or in the process of development for the 


metropolitan area or the unit of general local government, as the case may 
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be, and the extent to which such project contributes to the fulfillment 
of such planning. The canments and the recommendations and the statement 
referred to in this paragraph shall, except in the case referred to in 
paragraph (2) of this subsection, be reviewed by the agency of the Federal 


Government to which such application is submitted for the sole purpose of 


assisting it in determining whether the application is in accordance with 


the provisions of Federal law which govern the making of the loans or grants. 

(2) An application for a Federal loan or grant need not be accompanied 
by the comments and recommendations and the statements referred to in 
paragraph b(1) of this subsection, if the applicant certifies that a plan 
or description of the project, meeting the requirements of such rules and 
regulations as may be prescribed under subsection (c), or such application, 
has lain before an appropriate areawide agency or instrumentality or unit 
of general local government for a period of sixty days without comments 
or recommendations thereon being made by such agency or instrumentality. 

(3) The requirements of paragraphs (1) and (2) shall also apply to 
any amendment of the application which, in light of the purposes of this 
title, involves a major change in the project covered by the application 
prior to such amendment. 

(c) The Office of Management and Budget, or such other agency as 
may be designated by the President, is hereby authorized to prescribe such 
rules and regulations as are deemed appropriate for the effective 
administration of this section. 

Section 401 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, as amended, 


(31 USC 6506) 


§6506. Development assistance 


(a) The econamic and social development of the United States and the 
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achievement of satisfactory levels of living depend on the sound and 
orderly development of urban and rural areas. When urbanization proceeds 
rapidly, the sound and orderly development of urban communities depends 
to a large degree on the social and economic health and the sound 
development of smaller communities and rural areas. 

(b) The President shall prescribe regulations governing the formulation, 
evaluation, and review of United States Government programs and projects 


having a significant impact on area and community development (including 


programs and projects providing assistance to States and localities) to 


serve most effectively the basic objectives of subsection (a) of this 


section. The regulations shall provide for the consideration of concurrently 
achieving the following specific objectives and, to the extent authorized 

by law, reasoned choices shall be made between the objectives when they 
conflict: 

(1) appropriate land uses for housing, commercial, industrial, 
governmental, institutional, and other purposes. 

(2) wise development and conservation of all natural resources, 

(3) balanced transportation systems, including highway, air, 
water, pedestrian, mass transit, and other means to move people and goods. 

(4) adequate outdoor recreation and open space. 

(5) protection of areas of unique natural beauty and historic and 
scientific interest. 

(6) properly planned community facilities (including utilities 
for supplying power, water, and communications) for safely disposing of 
wastes, and for other purposes, 

(7) concern for high standards of design. 


({c) To the extent possible, all national, regional, State, and local 
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viewpoints shall be considered in planning development programs and 
prejects of the United States Government or assisted by the Government. 
State and local government objectives and the objectives of regional 
organizations shall be considered within a framework of national public 
objectives expressed in laws of the United States. Available projections 
of future conditions in the United States and needs of regions, States, 


and localities shall be considered in plan formulation, evaluation, and review. 


(d) To the maximum extent possible and consistent with national 


objectives, assistance for development purposes shall be consistent with 
and further the objectives of State, regional, onal local camprehensive 
planning. Consideration shall be given to all developmental aspects of 
our total national community, including housing, transportation, economic 
development, natural and human resources development, community facilities, 
and the general improvement of living environments. 

(e) To the maximum extent practicable, each executive agency carrying 
wit a development asistance program shall consult with and seek advice 
fram all other significantly affected executive agencies in an effort to 
ensure completely coordinated programs. To the extent possible, systematic 
planning required by individual United States Government programs (such 
as highway construction, urban renewal, and. open space) shall be coordinated 
with and, to the extent authorized by law, made part of comprehensive 
local and areawide development planning. 

(£) When a law of the United States provides that- both a special- 
purpose unit of local government and a unit of general local government 
are eligible to receive a loan or grant, the head of an executive agency 
shall make the loan or grant to the unit of general local government 
instead of the special-purpose unit of local government in the absence of 
substantial reasons to the contrary. 

(g) The President may designate an executive agency to prescribe 


regulations to carry out this section. 
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A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, the 
Executive Order was amended to cite 
section 204 as authority as well as 
section 401. Consequently, paragraph (a) 
of this section (as well as the authority 
citation for the entire regulation) now 
cites not only the Executive Order but 
also section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
Paragraph (b) adds mention of 
“areawide” entities in keeping with 
section 204. Other provisions in these 
regulations carry out the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s responsibilities 
under these statutory provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The EPA, when considering and 
making efforts to accommodate 
comments and recommendations it 
receives under this rule, recognizes 
those responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which states that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The final rule retains 
this language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the EPA and other federal agencies on 
one hand, and state and local elected 
officials on the other. The Order and 
these regulations presuppose, and rely 
on, the good faith of federal, state and 
local officials in communicating with 
one another and seeking to understand 
one another's concerns. To regard these 
regulations as rigid procedures intended 
to provide new opportunities for 
litigation would be wholly contrary to 
their purpose. Agencies have statutory 
responsibilities under the laws on which 
these rules are based. In some cases, 
courts have held agency actions to be 
judicially reviewable under these 
statutes. By retaining paragraph (c) in 
the regulation, the EPA is stating only 
that these regulations are not grounds 
for judicial review of agency action 
beyond those afforded by the underlying 
statutes. 


Section 29.2 What definitions apply to 
these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 


However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. 
EPA does not believe that it is necessary 
to define any of these additional terms. 
The term “environmental impact 
statement” is a well-known term of art 
in environmental law and planning, is 
mentioned in the National 
Environmental Policy Act, and is 
discussed in numerous court decisions. 
This term is not used in the regulation. 
In any event, we would not use the term 
in any but its commonly understood 
sense. 

EPA chose not to include a definition 
of “state plans,” “direct federal 
development,” or “federal financial 
assistance.” In these cases, the lists of 
state plans and program inclusions 
accompanying this rulemaking provide 
adequate operational! information upon 
which state and local elected officials 
can act. 

We also decided not to try defining 
“emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, the EPA 
expects to use such provisions sparingly, 
and only when absolutely necessary. 
Thus it would be counterproductive to 
attempt, through a definition, to limit 
this flexibility by anticipating all 
possible circumstances when it might be 
needed. 

In addition, the agency does not 
believe a definition of “accommodate” 
is necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 29.10. 
The Administrator accepts the state 
process recommendation or reaches a 
mutually agreeable solution. If the 
Agency does not provide an 
accommodation in one of these two 
ways, it must provide an explanation. 
We believe § 29.10 describes sufficiently 
what is meant by accommodation and 
that a further definition of the term is 
not needed. 

Finally, EPA deliberated whether to 
include a definition of the term ‘state 
process recommendation.” We 
concluded that a definition of this term 
would not materially help clarify those 
situations in which the Agency has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term's function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble 
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and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 29.3 What programs and 
activities of the Environmental 
Protection Agency are subject to these 
regulations? 


This section is the same as § 29.3 of 
the NPRM. A substantial number of 
commenters contended that it was 
contrary to the intent of the Order for 
the federal government to exclude any 
programs or activities from coverage 
under the Order and these regulations, 
and that elected officials participating 
through the state process are the only 
proper parties to decide what should be 
excluded from the state process. Other 
commenters objected to the various 
criteria used by the federal agencies in 
developing their lists of programs and 
activities that were being proposed for 
exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide nonfederal funds for, or are 
directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 
clearly outside the scope of the Order 
(e.g., EPA source surveillance and 
enforcement actions in the 
implementation of federally mandated 
sanctions). It is appropriate for federal 
agencies to decide which of their 
activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. 

There are also actions related te 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the EPA budget proposals 
transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). Many 
research and development grants are 
competed on a national basis and are 
awarded for studies unrelated to the 
responsibilities or interests of state and 
local government. 

EPA believes that exclusions 
proposed in January should continue to 
be excluded from the listing of programs 
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and activities which are eligible for 
selection for a state process. However, 
in response to comments we reexamined 
the criteria for exclusion as well as the 
particular exclusions that were 
proposed. These criteria and particular 
exclusions are discussed in more detail 
in the section of the preamble covering 
scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the Agency 
is publishing a notice listing these 
“included” programs and activities. 
Included programs to which section 204 
of the Demonstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act applies 
are indicated with an asterisk{*). 
Section 204 obligations apply with 
respect to these programs only for 
projects or activities located in 
metropolitan areas. Otherwise, these 
projects are treated like any other 
program available for selection. This 
information is being published in a 
separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule to allow future changes to be 
made more conveniently. The EPA will 
seek public comment on proposed future 
program or activity exclusions as these 
occur. 


Section 29.4 What are the 
Administrator's general responsibilities 
under the Order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


Section 29.5 What is the 
Administrator’s obligation with respect 
to federal interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked EPA and other federal 
agencies to do more in ensuring that 
federal agencies communicate not only 
with state and local elected officials but 
also with each other. We believe that 
this point is well taken. Many programs 
and projects require information or 
approvals from a number of federal 
agencies, and federal interagency 
communication is as important, in many 
cases, as intergovernmental 
communication. Consequently, the EPA 
added a new section 29.5, the language 
of which is derived from section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, 
to provide that the Administrator, to the 
extent practicable, will consult with and 
seek advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
EPA regarding programs and activities 
covered under these regulations. 


Section 29.6 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register notice 
prescribed by § 29.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the final rule. OMB 
previously wrote all Governors asking 
each to provide such an assurance when 
the state submits its initial list of 
selected programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested * 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. EPA believes that 
these requirements are clear and that 
further administrative requirements 
imposed by regulations are unnecessary 
and would, in many cases, delay or 
interfere with the establishment of a 
state process. In particular, we do not 
believe that the Order contemplates so 
rigid a requirement as a sign-off by an 
official of each local jurisdiction in a 
state before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs {a}, (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 29.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to § 29.6{c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Administrator with each change in 
its program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. This 
paragraph also allows EPA to establish 
deadlines for states to inform the 
Administrator of changes in program 
selections. The primary reason for this is 
to avoid delaying the Agency's 
processing of assistance applications 
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and decision-making on projects at 
times of heavy workload, such as the 
end of the fiscal year. For example, 
deadlines could be set to avoid having 
to make, on short notice, midstream 
changes in coordination procedures. In 
addition, we made some editorial 
changes for clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures would apply when a state 
chooses not to adopt a process under 
the Order of when a particular program 
or activity is not selected for a state 
process. This question is answered in 
paragraph (b) of § 29.7, discussed below. 


Section 29.7 How does the 
Administrator communicate with state 
and local officials concerning EPA 
programs and activities? 


The Environmental Protection Agency 
notifies the state process about a 
proposed action concerning a program 
or activity selected for the state process. 
The notification of areawide, regional, 
and local entities for purposes of 
sections 401 and 204 is the responsibility 
of the state process, and the single point 
of contact could be the information 
channel for this purpose. EPA need not 
notify areawide, regional, and local 
entities separately in this situation, but 
may do so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how EPA communicates 
with local elected officials in situations 
where a state does not have a state 
process or where the state process does 
not cover a particular program or 
activity. We will carry out our 
responsibilities in these situations by 
providing notice to state, areawide, 
regional or local officials or entities that 
would be directly affected by the 
proposed federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development. This notice 
may be either through publication (e.g., 
a notice in the Federal Register or in a 
publication widely available in the area 
potentially affected by the proposed 
federal action) or direct communication 
(e.g., a letter to the mayor of an affected 
city). The notice will alert the directly 
affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identify who to 
contact for more information. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected fora ~ 
state process. EPA must pursue such 
notification and consultation practices 
under these authorities even where the 
program or activity is selected for a 
state process. We may also take the 
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initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about an EPA 
program or activity. Further, we need 
not rely on the state process or the 
single point of contact to bring about 
this communication or consultation. 


Section 29.8 How does the 
Administrator provide states the 
opportunity of commenting on proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 29.6(c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 29.8(a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Administrator would give states at least 
30 days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. They requested a number of 
longer comment periods, including 35, 
45, 50, and 60 days. Some suggested that 
an additional period—normally between. 
15 and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response, EPA has decided to 
lengthen the comment period to 60 days 
in all cases (including interstate 
matters), except for federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards, for which the 
comment period would remain 30 days. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 29.6(a) of the NPRM. The 
provisions of § 29.8 apply to cases in 
which review, coordination, and 
communication with the Environmental 
Protection Agency have been delegated. 
Paragraph (b) is intended to make clear 
that when this responsibility is 
delegated, these procedures apply just 
as if the matter were handled at the 
state level. 

The Administrator will establish, by 
notice to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information could 
be provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Agency will provide notice, 
including any adjustment to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local entities regarding the 
proposed action. Because paragraphs (a) 
and (b) now provide that the 
Administrator will establish this starting 


date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Administrator to 
establish deadlines for submission of 
various materials is no longer necessary 
and has been deleted. When 
establishing deadlines, the 
Administrator wil! ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application 
or project proposal. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key step in timely review, and that a 
full and complete application was 
generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. EPA is aware of these 
concerns, but in the interest of retaining 
as much flexibility as possible for the 
state process, has decided not to require 
applicants to submit notices of intent or 
full and complete applications at 
particular points in time to the state 
process. We encourage applicants at an 
early stage to notify and talk with 
officials and entities who have the 
opportunity to review and comment on 
the application. 

Paragraph (e) of § 29.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 29.9 of the 
final rule describes how the 
Administrator receives and responds to 
comments. 


Section 29.9 How does the 
Administrator receive and respond to 
comments? 


This new section replaces § 29.6(e) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Administrator's obligations concerning 
the receipt of and response to 
comments. Section 29.6(e) had provided 
that the Administrator would respond as 
provided in the Order to all comments 
from a state that are provided through a 
state office or official that acts as a 
single point of contact under the Order 
between the state and the federal 
agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
commenters wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
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made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and EPA's decision to implement 
through these regulations section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 
and section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act, we have made substantial changes. 
Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 

Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official is the state/ 
local-federal communications link for 
the state process, much confusion and 
guesswork which otherwise could occur 
can be eliminated. 


We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to EPA whether this 
single point of contact also has a 
substantive role in preparing comments. 
That is up to the state and local elected 
officials who establish each state 
process. We are concerned only that the 
single point of contact communicate 
those comments and recommendations 
to the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Paragraph (A) obligates the 
Administrator to follow the 
“accommodate or explain” procedures 
of § 29.10 if two conditions are met. 
First, the state must have designated a 
single point of contact. Second, the 
single point of contact must have 
transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Agency.) If these conditions are not met, 
the Administrator will consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 
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The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the federal 
government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, EPA will 
always consider all comments it 
receives under these regulations. 

The Agency's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
our “accommodate or explain” 
responsibility will be greatly aided 
when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, we will respond as 
provided in § 29.10 to a state process 
recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from EPA under these rules. Moreover, 
because the single point of contact is 
required under paragraph (b)(2) of this 
section to pass through comments that 
differ from the state process 
recommendation, all officials and 
entities within a state are assured that 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 


program or project will be seen and 
considered by the EPA. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to EPA before the review 
and comment period ends. These 
entities may also choose to send their 
comments directly to EPA concurrent 
with their sending them to the single 
point of contact. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to send EPA all 
comments received concerning a 
selected program or activity that differ 
from a state process recommendation. 
This requirement will ensure that, as 
sections 401 and 204 specify, EPA 
considers all views from state, 
areawide, regional, and local entities or 
officials. It should also reassure 
commenters that the views of concerned 
officials are not subject to any “pocket 
veto” by the single point of contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), we provide 
for response to comments where there is 
not state process, or when a program 
was not selected for a state process. 
Paragraph (c) provides that in the 
absence of a state process, or if the 
single point of contact does not transmit 
a state process recommendation, the 
state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities may submit 
comments either to the applicant or to 
the Agency. EPA is obligated to consider 
these comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular EPA program or activity. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates our 
obligation to consider all the comments 
we receive from state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
under these regulations, whether they 
are transmitted through a single point of 
contact or otherwise provided to EPA. 
This obligation derives directly from 
sections 401 and 204. 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
recognizes a responsibility to work with 
applicants so this new 
intergovernmental consultation system 
functions smoothly; we do not believe it 
is appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details. Each state 
process should establish the “paper 
flow” procedures best suited to its 
situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
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applicant, EPA expects the applicant to 
forward those comments with its 
application to the Agency. However, this 
does not obviate the necessity for 
transmitting the state process 
recommendation to the EPA through the 
single point of contact. The point here is 
that state processes have the option of 
also sending comments through the 
applicant to the federal government with 
each application, and thus alleviate 
concerns that the application and 
comments might otherwise fail to be 
joined together by EPA. 


Section 29.10 How does the 
Administrator make efforts to 
accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Agency through a single point of 
contact, we are obligated to 
accommodate or explain. This means 
that EPA need not accommodate or 
explain comments that: (1) Do not 
constitute or form the state process 
recommendation, or (2) are not provided 
through a single point of contact. We 
will consider all such comments, but 
there will be no “accommodate or 
explain” obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 

§ 29.10(a)(3) of the final rule provides 
that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that EPA may not also 
inform the single point of contact of a 
nonaccommodation by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or in a personal 
meeting. However, whether or not such 
conversation or communication occurs, 
EPA will always send a written 
explanation of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, we will 
not implement a decision for ten days 
after the single point of contact receives 
the explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Agency believes that to 
avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance or the start 
of direct federal development, a longer 
period should not be provided. The EPA 
believes that ten days will be adequate 
time for the state process to formulate 
an appropriate political response if the 
issue is sufficiently important within the 
state. 





We included a new paragraph (c) in 
the final rule to clarify when the ten-day 
waiting period begins to run. If EPA has 
made a telephone cail (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If EPA sends a 
letter but does not make a telephone 
call, the ten-day period begins on the 
date the single point of contact is 
presumed to have received it. This 
presumptive date of receipt is five days 
from the date on which the letter is sent, 
a period consistent with the 
longstanding successful practice of the 
Social Security Administration and 
longer than that used for presumptive 
receipt of official papers in many other 
legal contexts. In effect, EPA will be free 
to begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day we sent the 
letter. 

Some commenters indicated that what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was @ significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Environmental! Protection Agency will 
make an effort to be as responsive as 
practicable consistent with our 
responsibilities to accomplish program 
objectives and to expend funds in a 
sound financial manner. 


Section 29.11 What are the 
Administrator's obligations in interstate 
situations? 


While this section is based on § 29.8 
of the NPRM, one feature—the provision 
of 45 days for comment in interstate 
situations—has been dropped because 
the comment period in the final rule is 60 
days, except for noncompeting 
continuation awards. - 

EPA received several comments on its 
handling of interstate situations. Most of 
these comments asked for greater - 
federal guidance or involvement in 
interstate situations, especially when 
various affected states did not agree 
with one another. Some commenters 
also said that greater attention should 
be given to the role of interstate 
metropolitan areas and the designated 
areawide entities that represent them. 
We do not believe that it is necessary to 
provide a procedure for resolving 
interstate conflicts. It is clearly in our 
interest to have affected states mutually 
agree on EPA's programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, we 


will work with officials of states 
involved in an interstate situation in an 
attempt to secure this agreement. This 
should not be a regulatory requirement, 
however. 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
believes that designated areawide 
agencies in interstate metropolitan areas 
have an important role to play. 
Consequently, § 29.11({a)(3) now 
specifically mentions designated 
areawide entities as being among those 
which the EPA will make efforts to 
notify in interstate situations. OMB will 
periodically provide us with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Section 29.11(a){4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
us if it is sent through a state single 
point of contact, and if the areawide 
entity has been delegated a review and 
comment role for the program or activity 
being commented on by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on an EPA proposed 
action, and that recommendation is 
transmitted to us through the single 
point of contact of either Maryland, 
Virginia, or the District of Columbia, 
EPA is obligated to accommodate or 
explain. If a state process 
recommendation differing from the 
Washington COG recommendation is 
also transmitted by another state's 
single point of contact, EPA would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 


Section 29.12 How may a state 
simplify, consolidate or substitute 
federally required state plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM; however, we did receive a 
number of comments on it. Several 
agreed that states should be able to 
simplify state plans, but objected to 
allowing states to consolidate their 
plans. The reasons for these objections 
differed; most appeared to be from those 
who feared that consolidation of state 
plans would cause the interests of 
particular groups or particular programs 
to be ignored. As this section merely 
implements the requirement of the Order 
that federal agencies allow the 
consolidation of state plans, the 
Environmental Protection Agency had 
little discretion in developing this 
provision. In addition, EPA is obligated 
to ensure that any simplified or 
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consolidated state plan continues to 
meet all federal requirements. For 
example, a consolidated plan that failed 
to meet statutory or regulatory 
requirements for a particular program 
would not be approved. 

One commenter recommended that an 
appeals process be established to deal 
with situations where federal agencies 
disapprove modified state plans. The 
EPA believes that such a process is not 
necessary, because if a federal agency 
disapproves a modified plan for failure 
to meet federal requirements, the state 
can appeal the decision through normal 
agency mechanisms. In any event, EPA 
will work with states during the review 
process to resolve problems that could 
impede approval. 

A few commenters recommended that 
there be a federal “single point of 
contact” for state plans or other 
purposes. We believe this idea would 
not work, because of differing agency 
responsibilities under the wide variety 
of program statutes that various federal 
agencies carry out. In addition, federal 
agencies need to retain existing 
delegations of state plan approval 
authority. However, EPA and other 
federal agencies will each designate a 
focal point with whom states can 
contact on state plan matters. In 
addition, the federal agencies having 
state plans intend to establish an 
informal interagency steering group, 
which will meet quarterly to discuss 
state plan matters. Through this steering 
group, as well as by interagency 
contacts in specific situations, federal 
agencies will coordinate with each other 
in cases when states consolidate plans 
across federal lines. This coordination 
should promote consistent 
determinations among and within 
agencies on state plans. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the federal agencies develop a model 
state plan format that could be used by 
the states. While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific state questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other states), we believe 
that states should be free to develop 
their own formats to reflect their own 
situations. Consequently, EPA will not 
develop model formats, since formats 
developed as models for the voluntary 
use of states could come to be regarded, 
either by federal agencies or by states, 
as required. 

A list of state plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated, or substituted 
for appears elsewhere in today's Federal 
Register and will be updated 
periodically. 
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Section 29.13 May the Administrator 
waive any provision of these 
regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Environmental 
Protection Agency is strongly committed 
to compliance with the Order, and will 
use the emergency waiver provision 
only in those rare instances where an 
unanticipated situation makes prompt 
action necessary without full 
compliance with all provision of these 
regulations. If EPA uses the emergency 
waiver provision, we will attempt, to the 
extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
‘decision making concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, EPA will keep records of all 
situations in which the emergency 
waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to the Agency to which 
we would like to respond. Several 
commenters said that the Office of 
Management and Budget should have a 
stronger oversight role, thus ensuring 
that federal agencies carry out their 
obligations under the Order and these 
regulations. Behind these comments 
seems to be a concern that federal 
agencies are not really interested in 
consulting with state and local 
governments and a view that, in the 
absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
wants to state unequivocally that it is 
fully committed to implementing all of 
the provisions of the Order and these 
regulations, and will act quickly to 
respond to complaints from states, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities that mistakes or omissions 
have been made with respect to our 
obligations. Carrying out this Order 
faithfully and forcefully is an important 
part of the Administration’s Federalism 
policy, and the Administration's 
policymaking officials intend the policy 
to be carried out fully by everyone in 
their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 


review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operation responsibilities, the officials 
of EPA are responsible to the 
Administrator who in turn is responsible 
to the President for carrying out 
important Adminstration policy. 

Finally, a number of commenters 
reminded EPA and other agencies that 
we should continue to follow existing 
statutory requirements that affect many 
federal agencies with respect to 
environmental impact statements, 
historic preservation, civil rights, etc. 
We will continue to follow all such 
crosscutting requirements and other 
independent consultation requirements. 
To the extent that it is feasible to do so, 
EPA will work with states to intergrate 
handling of some of these crosscutting 
requirements with the official state 
process. However, regardless of the 
structure of a state’s process or whether 
there is a state process at all, the 
Agency will continue to meet all legal 
requirements in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 


A few commenters specifically 
objected to this Agency's exclusion of 
certain plan and permit programs from 
the Order's provisions for interstate 
situations. We have retained these 
exclusions in our final rule and wan! to 
clarify our reasons for so doing. 
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All-section 110({a) State 
Implementation Plans (SIP’s), and 
revisions thereto, are state-developed 
and undergo an extensive 
intergovernmental review prescribed by 
sections 110(a), 121, 126, and 174 of the 
Clean Air Act before they are adopted. 
EPA's regulation, 40 CFR Part 51 (§ 51.4 
and Subpart M) implements those 
requirements. They exist because most 
section 110(a) SIP’s have-an interstate 
impact. 

A SIP or revision issued under section 
110{c) of the Clean Air Act is one that 
EPA must develop and issue in lieu of a 
state's plan or portion thereof, when the 
state's is found inadequate. A federally 
promulgated SIP under section 110({c) 
not only considers the pertinent results 
of the state’s section 110(a) process, but 
is also subject to the Administrative 
Procedure Act requirements for public 
comment and review. To subject such a 
federal action to an additional, duplicate 
process would further delay 
implementing a necessary 
environmental control plan mandated 
by Congress. 

Our reason for excluding certain 
federally issued permits that may have 
an impact on interstate areas are much 
the same. Each permit program's 
regulation implements specific 
requirements for public input before an 
EPA final decision or action. To require 
another intergovernmental review and 
consultation system is unnecessary. Our 
program specific statutes and 
implementing regulations provide ample 
opportunity for notification, 
consultation, and public comment on 
permits which may affect an interstate 
area. 

One commenter notified EPA that its 
state process would require that: 

* * * all state agency applications for any 
type of Federal assistance, MUST be 
submitted to the State Clearinghouse for a 
review and comment process * * *. In 
addition, any Direct Federal Development 
Project, Environmental Assessment or Impact 
Statement which affects the State * * *, or 
has nationwide impact, should also be 
transmitted to us for review. 


The state may include any programs and 
activities it wishes to review in its own 
process. The criteria that agencies used 
allowed certain federal financial 
assistance programs and direct federal 
development activities to be excluded. 
We excluded only those EPA programs 
and activities which met the general 
criteria agencies used for class 
exclusion (training grants, fellowships, 
technical assistance, advisory services, 
specialized services, dissemination of 
technical information, counseling, 
specific research, development, and 





demonstration projects). The separate 
notice in today's Federal Register lists 
all of the EPA programs and activities 
included in the scope of the Order. 


Conforming Amendments 


In the NPRM, we cited other EPA 
regulations that we expected to amend 
as part of this final rule. Because the 
effective date for implementing rules 
under the Order was extended, we do 
not need to amend the existing general 
grant regulation (40 CFR Part 30) and 
construction grant regulation (40 CFR 
Part 35—Subparts E and I). EPA is 
completing new general assistance and 
construction grant regulations which 
reflect the new intergovernmental 
review process. They are expected to be 
effective by October 1, 1983, as will this 
final rule. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
has determined that this is not a major 
rule under Executive Order 12291. The 
rule wil] simplify consultation with the 
Agency and allow state and local 
governments to establish cost effective 
consultation procedures. For this reason, 
the EPA believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently, the EPA certifies, under 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act, that this 
rule will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. This rule is not subject to 
section 3504(h) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, since it does not require 
the collection or retention of 
information. 


List of Subjects in: 

40 CFR Part 29 
Intergovernmental relations. 

40 CFR Part 35 


Air pollution control, 

Grant programs—environmental 
protection, 

Indians, 

Intergovernmental relations, 

Pesticides and pests, 

Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, 

Waste treatment and disposal, 

Water pollution control. 


40 CFR Part 40 


Environmental protection, 

Grant programs—environmental 
protection, 

Intergovernmental relations, 

Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, 


Research. 
40 CFR Part 51 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, 

Air pollution control, 

Intergovernmental relations, 

Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, 

Ozone, 

Sulfur oxides, 

Nitrogen dioxide, 

Lead, 

Particulate matter, 

Hydrocarbon, 

Carbon monoxide. 


40 CFR Part 255 


Waste treatment and disposal, 
Intergovernmental relations. 


Dated: June 17, 1983. 
William D. Ruckelshaus, 
Administrator. 

1. For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency amends Title 40, 
Code of Federal Regulations, by adding 
a new Part 29, to read as follows: 


PART 29—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY PROGRAMS 
AND ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

29.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

29.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

29.3 What programs and activities of the 
Environmental Protection Agency are 
subject to these regulations? 

29.4 What are the Administrator's general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

29.5 What is the Administrator's obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

29.6 What procedures apply to the selection 
of programs and activities under these 
regulations? 

29.7 How does the Administrator 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning EPA programs and 
activities? 

29.8 How does the Administrator provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development? 

29.9 How does the Administrator receive 
and respond to comments? 

29.10 How does the Administrator make 
efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 

29.11 What are the Administrator's 
obligations in interstate situations? 

29.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

29.13 May the Administrator waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 

(48 FR 15887); Sec. 401 of the 
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Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506); Sec. 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 3334). 


§ 29.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 


(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982, and 
amended, on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968, as amended and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966, as amended. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership» 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
and are not intended to create any right 
or benefit enforceable at law by a party 
against EPA or its officers. 


§ 29.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 


“Administrator” means the 
Administrator of the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency or an official or 
employee of the Agency acting for the 
Administrator-under a delegation of 
authority. 

“Agency” means the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
“Order” means Executive Order 12372, 
issued July 14, 1982, and amended April 
8, 1983, and titled “Intergovernmental 
Review of Federal Programs.” 

“States” means any of the 50 states, 
the District of Columbia, the’ 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 29.3 What programs and activities of the 
Environmentai Protection Agency are 
subject to these regulations? 


The Administrator publishes in the 
Federal Register a list of the EPA 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations and identifies which 
of these are subject to the requirements 
of section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act. 
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§ 29.4 What are the Administrator's 
general responsibilities under the Order? 

(a) The Administrator provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would provide the 
non-federal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed federal 
financial assistance from, or direct 
federal development by, the EPA. | 

(b) If a state adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development, the 
Administrator to the extent permitted by 
law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine official views of state and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
state and local elected officials’ 
concerns with proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that are communicated 
through the state process; 

(4) Allows the states to simplify and 
consolidate existing federally required 
state plan submissions; 

(5) Where state planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of state plans for federally 
required state plans; 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected state and local elected officials 
in one state with those of another state 
when proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal development 
has an impact on interstate metropolitan 
urban centers or other interstate areas; 
and 

(7) Supports state and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 
planning organization which is 
federally-funded, which has a limited 
purpose, and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
state or local elected officials, 


What is the Administrator's 


The Administrator, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
EPA regarding programs and activities 
covered under these regulations. 


§ 29.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 29.3 of 
this part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities, 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Administrator of EPA 
programs and activities selected for that 
process. 

(c) A state may notify the 
Administrator of changes in its 
selections at any time. For each change, 
the state shall submit an assurance to 
the Administrator that the state has 
consulted with local elected officials 
regarding the change. EPA may 
establish deadlines by which states are 
required to inform the Administrator of 
changes in their program selections. 

(d) The Administrator uses a state’s 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Administrator is notified of its 
selections. 


§ 29.7 How does the Administrator 
communicate with state and local officiais 
concerning the EPA programs and 
activities? 

(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under § 29.6, 
the Administrator, to the extent 
permitted by law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the state 
process, as early in a program planning 
cycle asis reasonably feasible to explain 
specific plans and actions. 

(b) The Administrator provides notice 
of proposed federal financial assistance 
or direct federal development to directly 
affected state, areawide, regional, and 
local entities in a state if: 

+ (1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. 

This notice may be published in the 
Federal Register or issued by other 

means which EPA, in its discretion 

deems appropriate. 


(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Administrator gives state processes 
or directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities: 


(1) At least 30 days from the date 
established by the Administrator to 
comment on proposed federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards; and 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Administrator to 
comment on proposed direct federal 
development or federal financial 
assistance, other than noncompeting 
continuation awards. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
have been delegated. 

(c) Applicants for programs and 
activities subject to section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act shall allow areawide 
agencies a 60-day opportunity for review 
and comment. 


§ 29.9 How does the Administrator receive 
and respond to comments? 

(a) The Administrator follows the 
procedures in § 29.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 29.6. 

(b) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 
However, if a state process 
recommendation is transmitted by a 
single point of contact, all comments 
from state, area-wide, regional, and 
local officials and entities that differ 
from it must also be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, the state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
directly either to the applicant or to 
EPA. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, the state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either directly to the applicant or to 
EPA. In addition, if a state process 
recommendation for a nonselected 
program or activity is transmitted to 
EPA by the single point of contact, the 
Administrator follows the procedures of 
§ 29.10 of this Part. 

(e) The Administrator considers 
comments which do not constitute a 
state process recommendation 
submitted under these regulations and 
for which the Administrator is not 
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required to apply the procedures of 

§ 29.10 of this part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the Agency by a commenting party. 


29.10 How does the Administrator make 
efforts to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the Agency 
through the state's single point of 
contact, the Administrator either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of the 
decision, as the Administrator, in his or 
her discretion, deems appropriate. The 
Administrator may aiso supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Administrator informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) EPA will not implement its 
decision for at least ten days after the 
single point of contact receives the 
explanation; or 

(2) The Administrator has reviewed 
the decision and determined that, 
because of unusual circumstances, the 
waiting period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 29.11 What are the Administrator's 
obligations in interstate situations? 


; (a) The Administrator is responsible 
or: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and selected an EPA program or 
activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that do not adopt a 
process under the Order or do not select 
an EPA program or activity; 

(4) Responding in accordance with 
§ 29.10 of this part to a recommendation 
received from a designated areawide 
agency transmitted by a single point of 
contact, in cases in which the review, 


coordination, and communication with 
EPA were delegated. 

(b) The Administrator uses the 
procedures in § 29.10 if a state process 
provides a state process 
recommendation to the Agency through 
a single point of contact. 


§ 29.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

(a) As used in this section: 

(1) “Simplify” means that a state may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a state plan. 

(2) “Consolidate” means that a state 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
state can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a state 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 
state may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans without prior 
approval by the Administrator. 

(c) The Administrator reviews each 
state plan that a state has simplified, 
consolidated, or substituted and accepts 
the plan only if its contents meet federal 
requirements. 


§ 29.13 May the Administrator waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Administrator 
may waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

2. For the reasons set forth in the 
preamble, 40 CFR Parts 35, 40, 51, and 
255 are amended as follows: 


PART 35—[AMENDED] 


Section 35.1620-6 is revised in its 
entirety to read as follows: 


§ 35.1620-6 intergovernmental review. 
EPA will not award funds under this 
subpart without review and consultation 
in accordance with the requirements of 
Executive Order 12372, as implemented 

in 40 CFR Part 29 of this chapter. 


PART 40—[AMENDED] 


Section 40.135-1 is amended by 
removing § 40.135—1(b) and 
redesignating § 40.135—1(c) as § 40.135- 
1(b); by amending § 40.135-2 to add a 
new paragraph (e) to read as follows: 


§ 40.135-2 Application requirements. 


(e) Intergovernmental review. EPA 
will not award funds under this subpart 
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without review and consultation, if 
applicable, in accordance with the 
requirements of Executive Order 12372, 
as implemented in 40 CFR Part 29 of this 
chapter. 


PART 51—[ AMENDED] 


§ 51.241 [Amended] 


Section 51.241(c) is amended by 
removing the last sentence, “Attention is 
directed to Part IV of the Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-95 
(41 FR 2050) which encourages the 
designation of established, substate 
comprehensive planning agencies as the 
agencies to carry out Federally assisted 
or required areawide planning.” 


§ 51.248 [Amended] 


Section 51.248(b) is amended by 
removing the last sentence, “The 
provisions of items 3a through d, Part IV 
of the Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-95 shall be considered in the 
preparation of memoranda of 
understanding.” 

Section 51.251 is revised in its entirety 
to read as follows: 


§ 51.251 Conformity with Executive Order 
12372. 


The organization responsibie for 
developing the state implementation 
plan revision shall submit a draft of any 
major implementation plan revision 
including any of the six elements listed 
in § 51.244 to the state process, if one 
has been designated by the state under 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs” (47 FR 30959, July 16, 1982) as 
amended April 8, 1983 (48 FR 15587, 
April 11, 1983) for review and comment 
for a period of 60 days. The draft plan or 
portions thereof, shall be submitted to 
the state process either prior to or 
concurrent with announcement of public 
hearings on the plan. Comments 
received from the state process within 
that 60-day period shall be considered. 
The organization initiating the plan 
revision shall retain copies of these 
comments for inspection by the 
Administrator and the public. 


§ 51.252 [Amended] 


Section 51.252(b) is amended by 
removing the words “in the A-95 
clearing house” and adding, in their 
place, “from the state process 
designated under Executive Order 
12372”. 


PART 255—{ AMENDED] 


§ 255.2 [Amended] 


Section 255.2 is amended by removing 
the words “OMB Circular A-95 Part IV 
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of Attachment A” and adding in their 
place, “40 CFR Part 29 of this chapter”. 


' § 255.20 [Amended] 


Section 255.20 is amended by 
removing the words “the chief 
executives of all agencies designated 
pursuant to OMB Circular No. A-95, and 
with” and adding in their place, 
“regional and areawide planning 
agencies,”. 


§ 255.23 [Amended] 

Section 255.23(a) is amended to 
remove the words, “A-95 
clearinghouses” and adding, in their 
place, “agencies and the state process 
under Executive Order 12372”. 

{FR Doc. 83-17025 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 amj 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


[OA-FRL-2380-2(b)] 


Programs and Activities Eligible for 
Intergovernmental Review Under 40 
CFR Part 29 and Subject to Section 
204 of the Demonstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act 


The Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) is publishing this list of programs 
and activities in conjunction with its 
final rule appearing elsewhere in today's 
Federal Register, 40 CFR Part 29, 
“Intergovernmental Review of 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Programs and Activities.” This list 
identifies EPA's financial assistance 
programs and direct development 
activities which states may select for 
intergovernmental review under a 
process established in accordance with 
Executive Order 12372. Programs subject 
to the requirements of Section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act are designated with 
an asterisk (*). 

The effective date for all regulations 
implementing the Order is September 30, 
1983. Because this is the last day of the 
Federal Fiscal Year, the Administrator 
determined that it is neither feasible nor 
practicable for EPA to apply its new 
regulation to any of the awards that the 


Agency makes on that date. Therefore, 
EPA will implement 40 CFR Part 29 
procedures beginning October 1, 1983, 
for programs and activities that states 
select from the following list. 


Financial Assistance Programs 


1. State and Local Assistance 
Programs. 





..| Air Pollution Control Program. 
Construction Grants for Wastewater Treatment 
Works. 
..| Water Pollution Control—State and interstate 
Program Grants. 
Water Quality Management Planning. 
State Public Water System Supervision—Pro- 
gram Grants. 
State Underground Water Source Protection— 
Program Grants. 
Construction Management Assistance. 
Hazardous Waste Management Financia! Assist- 
ance to States. 
State inventories of Uncontrolied Hazardous 
Waste Sites. 
..| Environmental Protection Consolidated Grants— 
Program Support. 
Loan Guarantees for Construction of Treatment 
Works. 
Pesticides Enforcement Program Grants. 
Superfund Cooperative Agreements (Remedial 
Ciean Ups). 


2. Research, Development, and 
Demonstration Projects. (Selection is 
limited to proposals which (a) require an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); 
or (b) do not require an EIS but will be 
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newly initiated at a particular site and 
require unusual measures to limit the 
possibility of adverse exposure or 
hazard to the general public; or (c) have 
a unique geographic focus and are 
directly relevant to the governmental 
responsibilities of a state or local 
government within that geographic 
area.) 


«| Environmental Protection—Consolidated Re- 
search Grants. 
.«| Alt Pollution Control Research Grants. 
Pesticides Control Research Grants. 
Solid Waste Disposal Research Grants. 
...| Water Pollution Control\—Research, Develop- 
ment, and Demonstration Grants. 
...| Safe Drinking Water Research and Demonstre- 
tion Grants. 
...| Toxic Substances Research Grants. 


Direct Development Activities 
*1. Real Property Acquisition or 
Disposition, Including Obtaining Major 
Leases or Easements. 
*2. Construction of New EPA Facilities. 
*3. EPA Issued Plans and Permits Which 
Do Not Impact Interstate Areas. 
Dated: June 17, 1983. 
William D. Ruckelshaus, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 83-17026 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
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EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
COMMISSION 


intergovernmental Review Of Equal 


Employment Opportunity Commission 
Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: Equa! Employment Opportunity 
Commission. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” and agency regulations 
published in today’s Federal Register 
are intended to replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-95. These 
regulations also implement section 401 
of the Intergovernmenta! Cooperation 
Act and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. The Commission is 
not publishing rules to carry out the 
Executive Order or these statutes 
because we have concluded that none of 
the Commission's programs are subject 
to the Order. Promulgation of rules is 
therefore unnecessary. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

S. Jennifer Johnson (telephone 202-634— 
6592), Office of Legal Counsel, Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, 
2401 E Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
20506. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3219) the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, 
along with 25 other federal agencies, 
published notices proposing that their 
programs not be subject to the Order or 
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM). Subsequently, two or more 
agencies published NPRMs, bringing to 
28 the total number of proposals subject 
to public comment. The Commission, in 
conjunction with the other 27 federal 


agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on April 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101) reopening the public comment 
period, and scheduling a public meeting 
for May 5, 1983. 

During the comment period, the 
Commission received no comments 
specifically related to the proposed 
exclusion of all of its programs and 
activities from coverage under the 
Order. The Commission also was 
provided copies of selected comments 
received by OMB or the federal agencies 
that had published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking. These comments addressed 
general issues of program coverage. 

In preparing this notice, the 
Commission considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the 
Order, and that elected officials of state 
and local governments are the only 
proper parties to decide what should be 
excluded from the state process of 
intergovernmental review. Other 
commenters objected to the various 
criteria used by federal agencies in 
developing their lists of programs and 
activities that were being proposed for 
exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development, and the Order mandates 
consultation only when state and local 
governments provide non-federal funds 
for, or are directly affected by, the 
proposed federal action. Programs and 
activities not falling into either of these 
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categories are clearly outside the scope 
of the Order. Further, it is appropriate 
for federal agencies to decide which of 
their activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. There are also actions 
related to federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development activities 
where review and comment as provided 
by the Executive Order would be 
inappropriate. 

The Commission has concluded that, 
presently, none of its programs or 
activities are covered by the Executive 
Order. When new programs or activities 
are authorized or initiated by the 
Commission, the Commission will . 
determine whether these new programs 
or activities fall within the scope of the 
Order. If the Commission intends to 
exclude new or additional programs or 
activities from coverage under the 
Order, a notice soliciting public 
comments will be published in the 
Federal Register. If the determination is 
made that a new or additional program 
should be included, the Commission will 
then promulgate rules implementing the 
Order by using the customary 
procedures for rulemaking. 

Even if a program or activity is 
excluded from the consultation system 
established by the Order, state and local 
officials will have the opportunity to 
have views considered by the 
Commission under any consultation 
procedures provided for in existing or 
future program statutes. 

Issued at Washington, D.C., June 14, 1983. 

For the Commission. 

Clarence Thomas, 

Chairman, Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission. 

[FR Doc. 83-16500 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6570-06-M 
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 


44 CFR Parts 4, 9, 59, 60, 76, 300 and 
302 


Intergovernmental Review of the 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). 
ACTION: Final Rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 


Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development programs and 
activities of FEMA. Executive Order 
12372 and these regulations are intended 
to replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. They also 
implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William L. Harding, Assistant General 
Counsel, (202) 287-0377. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983, (48 FR 3222) the FEMA, 
along with 25 other Federal agencies, 
published Notices o' ‘roposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM; ‘> carry out 
Executive Order 123".’ ur notices 
proposing that their , ugrams not be 
subject to the Order. Subsequently, two 
more agencies published NPRMs, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
FEMA, in conjunction with the other 27 
Federal agencies and OMB, published a 
notice in the Federal Register on April 
21, 1983 (48 FR 17101) reopening the 
comment period, scheduling a public 
meeting for May 5, 1983, and requesting 
comments on several tentative 
responses to comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other Federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in FEMA's 
rulemaking docket, FEMA received 
approximately 75 comments on 
government-wide issues during the 
comment period. In addition, FEMA 
received 11 comments specifically 
related to the inclusion or exclusion of 
its programs from the coverage of the 
Order or other issues pertaining only to 
the FEMA. : 

In preparing the final rule, FEMA 
considered these comments as well as 
testimony at public meetings held in 


Washington on March 2, 1983, and May 
5, 1983, and a hearing before the Senate 
Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 Federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, FEMA has made 
several changes from the proposed rule. 
FEMA is fully committed to carrying out 
Executive Order 12372, and intends 
through these regulations to 
communicate effectively with State and 
local elected officials and to 
accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several State, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
State and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which Federal programs 
they wish to select for coverage. 
Responding to these requests, the 
President amended the Executive Order 
on April 8, 1983, extending the effective 
date of these final regulations until 
September 30, 1983, (48 FR 15587, April 
11, 1983). FEMA’s existing requirements 
and procedures under OMB Circular A- 
95 will continue in effect until 
September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982, (47 
30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives of 
the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental parternership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for State and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—Allows States, after consultation with 

local officials, to establish their own 

process for review and comment on 

proposed federal financial assistance 

and direct federal development; 
—lIncreases Federal responsiveness to 

State and local officials by requiring 

Federal agencies to accommodate 

State and local views or explain why 

not; 

—Allows States to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute State plans; and, 
—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the State process, the 
single point of contact, and the Federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to State and local comments 
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submitted in the form of a 
recommendation, 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which State and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A State must 
tell the Federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a State must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that States are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing that state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the State. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives State and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A State is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how Federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 


—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 

Federal financial assistance or direct 

Federal development, and to aid in 

reaching a state process 

recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for Federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
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officials, the State selects which of these 
Federal programs and activities are to 
be reviewed through the state process 
and sends OMB the initial list of 
selected programs and activities. 
Subsequent changes to the list are 
provided directly to the appropriate 
Federal agencies. 

The Federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
Preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the Federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The State single point of contact, 
which may be an offical or organization, 
is the only party that can initiate the 
“accomodate or explain” response by 
Federal agencies. The single point of 
contact does so by transmitting a state 
process recommendation. (The terms 
“accomodate or explain” and state 
process recommendation are explained 
later.) As indicated, there is to be only 
one single point of contact. The other 
functions undertaken by the single point 
of contact are submitting for Federal 
agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation and receiving a written 
explanation of a Federal agency's 
nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact although a State could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for Federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can then submit such views 
directly to Federal agency. 

A State need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a State 
fails to designate a single point of 
contact, no other entity or official can 
transmit recommendations to asure an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the Federal agency. Comments or views 


may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the Federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the Federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
Federal Agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting State, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the State need not be party to such a 
state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed action under 
either selected or nonselected programs 
or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, FEMA altered the section 
and paragraph numbers of various 
portions of the rule. So that these 
changes will be easier to follow, we are 
providing a table showing where each 
portion of the proposed rule is covered 
in the final rule: 


4.10(a). 
4.7(b) & {c). 
4.11. 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this Table (4.5, 4.6{a), 4.7(b), and 4.8(c)) 
are new. 


Section 4.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. Nor did the NPRM 
expressly implement section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 

The text of section 401 and 204 are 
printed in the Department of 
Agriculture’s final rule published 
elsewhere in this issue (see 
Supplementary Information section of 
the Department of Agriculture's 
document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including State, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that Federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, the 
Executive Order was amended to cite 
section 204 as authority as well as 
section 401. Consequently, paragraph (a) 
of this section (as well as the authority 
citation for the entire regulation) now 
cites not only the Executive Order but 
also section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
Subsection (b) adds mention of 
“areawide” entities in keeping with 
section 204. Other provisions in these 
regulations carry out FEMA's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that Federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. FEMA when considering and 
making efforts to accommodate 
comments and recommendations it 
receives under these regulations, 
recognizes its responsibilities under this 
section. 
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A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
‘were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
FEMA and other Federal agencies on 
one hand, and State and local elected 
officials on the other. The Order and 
these regulations presuppose, and rely 
on, the good faith of Federal, state and 
local officials in communicating with 
one another and seeking to understand 
one another’s concerns. To regard these 
regulations as rigid procedures intended 
to provide new opportunities for 
litigation would be wholly contrary to 
their purpose. Agencies have statutory 
responsibilities under the laws on which 
these rules are bases. In some cases, 
courts have held agency actions to be 
judicially reviewable under these 
statutes. By retaining paragraph (c) in 
the regulation, the FEMA is stating only 
that these regulations are not grounds 
for judicial review of agency action 
beyond those afforded by the underlying 
statutes. 


Section 4.2 What definitions apply to 
these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. 
FEMA does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, it mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, FEMA would 
not use the term in any but its commonly 
understood sense. 

FEMA chose not to include a 
definition of “state plans,” “direct 
Federal development,” or “Federal 
financial assistance.” Experience in 
other regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to Federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the lists of State plans 
and program inclusions accompanying 
this rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
State and local elected officials can act. 


FEMA also decided not to try defining 
“emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overeinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain reqirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give Federal 
agencies flexibility to deal with 
unforeseen situations and other 
problems beyond the agencies’ control. 
As stated in the preamble to the 
proposed rules, FEMA expects to use 
such provisions sparingly, and only 
when absolutely necessary. Thus, it 
would be counterproductive to attempt, 
through a definition, to limit the scope of 
this flexibility by anticipating all 
possible circumstances when it might be 
needed. 

FEMA also does not believe a 
definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 4.10. 
In this section, the Director accepts the 
state process recommendation or 
reaches a mutually agreeable solution. If 
FEMA does not provide an 
accommodation in one of these two 
ways, it must provide an explanation. 
Since FEMA believes the section 
describes sufficiently what is meant by 
accommodation, a further difinition of 
the term is not helpful. 

Finally, FEMA considered whether to 
include a definition of the term “state 
process recommendation.” FEMA 
concluded that a definition of this term 
would not materially help clarify those 
situations in which FEMA has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term’s function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 4.3 What programs and 
activities of FEMA are subject to these 
regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to section 3 of the NPRM. A 
substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the Federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 
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The Order does not purport to cover 
all Federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when State and local governments 
provide non-Federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by, the proposed 
Federal action. Programs and activities 
not falling into either of these categories 
are clearly outside the scope of the 
Order (e.g., Coast Guard search and 
rescue activities, procurement of 
military weapon systems). Many 
national security actions, even those 
affecting State and local jurisdictions, 
involve classified information. It is 
meaningless to expect State and local 
review of national security matters, for 
example, when access to the plans or 
documents for the proposed Federal 
action is not possible for national 
security reasons. It is appropriate for 
Federal agencies to decide which of 
their activities are Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development. 

There are also actions related to 
Federal financial assistance or direct 
Federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
{e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
State and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of FEMA's budget proposals 
transmitted to OMB, or OMB's 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). The 
sheer volume of transactions 
representing direct payments to 
individuals and the need for timely 
disbursement precludes any reasonable 
attempt at review and comment. Many 
research and development grants are 
competed on a national basis and are 
awarded for studies unrelated to the 
responsibilities or interests of State and 
local government. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 


-circumstance, FEMA believes these 


should continue to be excluded from the 
listing of programs and activities which 
are eligible for selection for a state 
process. However, in response to 
comments, FEMA has reviewed the 
criteria for exclusion as well as the 
particular exclusions that were 
proposed in January. These criteria and 
particular exclusions are discussed in 
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more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, FEMA is 
publishing a notice listing these 
“included” programs and activities. 
Included programs to which section 204 
of the Demonstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act applies 
are indicated with an astérisk (*). 
Section 204 obligations apply with 
respect to these programs only for 
projects or activities located in 
metropolitan areas. Otherwise, these 
projects are treated like any other 
program available for selection. This 
information is being published in a 
separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule in order to allow future changes 
to be made more conveniently. FEMA 
will seek public comment on proposed 
future program or activity exclusions as 
these occur. 


Section 4.4 What are the Director's 
general responsibilities under the 
Order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. FEMA 
included this section in the proposed 
rule but has decided to delete it in the 
final rule and insert certain of the 
provisions in § 4.7(a). 


Section 4.5 What is the Director's 
obligation with respect to Federal 
interagency coordination? 


Some FEMA comments, including 
those suggesting a Federal single point 
of contact, asked other Federal agencies 
to do more in ensuring that Federal 
agencies communicate not only with 
State and local elected officials but also 
with each other. FEMA believes that 
this point is well taken. Many programs * 
and projects require information or 
approvals from a number of Federal 
agencies, and Federal interagency 
communication is as important, in many 
cases, as intergovernmental 
communication. Consequently, FEMA is 
adding a new section, the language of 
which is derived from subsection 401(d) 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act. The section provides that the 
Director, to the extent practicable, will 
consult with and seek advice from all 
other substantially affected Federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and FEMA regarding programs 
and activities covered under these 
regulations. 


Section 4.6 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 4.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that States are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the States’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
State submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB's 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
State and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by State and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. FEMA believes that 
these requirements are clear and that 
further administrative requirements 
imposed by regulations are unnecessary 
and would, in many cases, delay or 
interfere with the establishment of a 
state process. In particular, FEMA does 
not believe that the Order contemplates 
so rigid a requirement as a sign-off by 
an Official of each local jurisdiction in a 
State before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 4.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the State must submit to 
the Director with each change in its 
program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
States to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph alse allows FEMA to 
establish deadlines for States to inform 
the Director of changes. in program 
selections. The primary reason for this 
provision is to expedite processing of 
assistance applications and to reach 
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decisions on projects at times of heavy 
workload, such as the end of the fiscal 
year. For example, deadlines could be 
set to avoid having to make, on short 
notice, midstream changes in 
coordination procedures. In addition, the 
Department has made some editorial 
changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a State chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 4.7, discussed below. 


Section 4.7 How does the Director 
communicate with State and local 
officials concerning the FEMA's 
programs and activities? 


Paragraph (a) incorporates material 
from § 4.4(b) of the NPRM, except that 
the final regulation specifies that the 
Director's obligation to communicate 
with State and local elected officials 
applied to programs and activities 
subject to the Order that are covered by 
a state process. This change is intended 
to emphasize that it is with the state 
process, not just a Governor’s office or 
other State government entity, that the 
Director will communicate. ; 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. FEMA must pursue such 
notification and consultation practices 
under these authorities even where the 
program or activity is selected for a 
state process. FEMA may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
its programs or activities. Further, 
FEMA need not rely on the state process 
or the single point of contact to bring 
about this communication or 
consultation. 

When FEMA notifies the state process 
with respect to a proposed action 
concerning a program or activity that 
has been selected for the state process, 
notification of areawide, regional, and 
local entities for purposes of sections 
401 and 204 is the responsibility of the 
state process. The single point of contact 
could be the information channel for this 
purpose. FEMA need not notify 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
separately in this situation, but may do 
80. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how FEMA 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a State does 
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not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. FEMA will carry out 
its responsibilities in these situations by 
providing notice to State, areawide, 
regional or local officials or entities that 
would be directly affected by the 
proposed Federal financial assistance or 
direct Federal development. This notice 
may be either through publication (e.g.., 
a notice in the Federal Register or in a 
publication widely available in the area 
potentially affected by the proposed 
Federal action) or direct (e.g., a letter to 
the mayor of an affected city). The 
notice will alert the directly affected 
entities concerning the proposed action 
and identifying who in FEMA should be 
contacted for more information. 


Section 4.8 How does the Director 
provide States the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 4.6(b) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 4.8(a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Director would give States at least 30 
days to comment on any proposed 
Federal financial assistance or direct 
Federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the State need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to States 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, FEMA 
has decided to lengthen the comment 
period to 60 days in all cases (including 
interstate matters). 

The Director will establish, by notice 
to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 60 day comment period will 
begin to run. This information could be 
provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, FEMA will provide notice, 
including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected State, areawide, 
regional and local entities regarding the 
proposed Federal action. Because 
paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Director will establish this starting 


date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Director to establish 
deadlines for submission of various 
materials is no longer necessary and has 
been deleted. When establishing 
deadlines, the Director will ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application 
or project proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from §4.6{a) of the NPRM. The 
provisions of this section apply to cases 
in which review, coordination, and 
communication with FEMA have been 
delegated. This paragraph is intended to 
make clear that when this responsibility 
is delegated, these procedures apply just 
as if the matter were handled at the 
State level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key step in a timely review, and that 
a full and complete application was 
generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. FEMA is aware of these 
concerns, but in the interest of retaining 
as much flexibility as possible for the 
state process, has decided not to include 
provisions in the rule for applicants to 
submit notices of intent or full and 
complete applications at particular 
points in time to the state process. 
FEMA encourages applicants at an early 
stage to notify and talk with officials 
and entities who have the opportunity to 
review and comment on the application. 

Paragraph (d) of § 4.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 4.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Director 
receives and responds to comments, 


Section 4.9 How does the Director 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 4.6(d) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Secretary's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 4.6(d) had provided that the 
Director would respond as provided in 
the Order to all comments from a State 
that are provided through a state office 
or official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
State and th Federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a State instead 
of only one. The reasons expresed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
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commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to Federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and FEMA's decision explicitly to 
implement through these regulations 
section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act, FEMA has made 
substantial changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implemention of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between Federal- 
State/local and State/local-Federal 
entities and officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all Federal agencies and all 
parties within a State know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
State/local-Federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of State and local elected 
officials on proposed Federal actions. It 
does not matter to FEMA whether this 
single point of contact also has a 
substantive role in preparing comments. 
That is up to the State and local elected 
officials who establish each state 
process. FEMA is concerned only that 
the single point of contact communicate 
those comments and recommendations 
to FEMA. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Director to 
follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 4.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the State must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second,the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to FEMA.) 
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If these conditions are not met, the 
Director will still consider all comments 
received, but the “accommodate or 
explain” obligation will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the State 
and Federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among oth: « things, that Federal 
agencies sl vuld give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of State and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that State and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
States and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, FEMA will 
always fully consider all comments it 
receives under these regulations. 

FEMA's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
FEMA's “accommodate or explain” 
responsibility will be greatly aided 
when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, FEMA will respond as 
provided in § 4.10 to a state process 
recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from FEMA under these rules. Moreover, 
because the single point of contact is 
required under paragraph (b)(2) of this 
section to pass through comments that 
differ from the state process 
recommendation, all officials and 


entities within a State are assured that 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by FEMA. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to FEMA before the 
review and comment period ends. These 
entities may also choose to send their 
comments directly to FEMA concurrent 
with their sending them to the state 
process to ensure their comments being 
considered in a timely manner. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to FEMA all 
comments received concerning a 
selected program or activity that differ 
from a state process recommendation. 
This requirement will ensure that, as 
sections 401 and 204 specify, FEMA 
considers all views from State, 
areawide, regional, and local entities or 
officials. It should also reassure 
concerned officials that their views are 
not subject to any “pocket veto” by the 
single point of contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), FEMA 
makes provision for responding to 
comments in situations where there is 
no state process or for programs that are 
not selected for a state process. 
Paragraph (c) provides that in the 
absence of a state process, or if the 
single point of contact does not transmit 
a state process recommendation, State, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to FEMA. 
FEMA is obligated to consider these 
comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of FEMA. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates FEMA 
obligation to consider all the comments 
it receives from State, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
under these regulations, whether they 
are transmitted through a single point-of 
contact or otherwise provided to FEMA. 
This obligation derives directly from 
sections 401 and 204. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that FEMA and other Federal agencies 
impose various administrative 
requirement with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that Federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
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each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that Federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
Federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that Federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although FEMA recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smeothly, 
FEMA does not believe it is appropriate 
to impose specific regulatory 
requirements regarding administrative 
details of this kind. FEMA believes that 
each state process should establish the 
“paper flow” procedures best suited to 
its situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, FEMA will expect the 
applicant to forward those comments 
with its application to FEMA. However, 
this does not obviate the necessity for 
transmitting the state process 
recommendation to FEMA through the 
single point of contact. The point here is 
that state processes have the option of 
also sending comments through the 
applicant to the Federal Government 
with each application, and thus alleviate 
concerns that the application and 
comments might otherwise fail to be 
joined together by FEMA. 


Section 4.10 How does the Director 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to 
FEMA through a single point of contact, 
FEMA becomes obligated to 
accommodate or explain. This means 
that FEMA need not accommodate or 
explain comments that (1) do not 
constitute or form the state process 
recommendation, or (2) are not provided 
through a single point of contact. FEMA 
will fully consider all such comments, 
but there will be no “accommodate or 
explain” obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
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This is not to say that FEMA may not 
also inform the single point of contact of 
a nonaccommodation by telephone, 
other telecommunication, or in a 
personal meeting. However, whether or 
not such conversation or communication 
occurs, FEMA will always send a 
written explanation of the 
nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, FEMA 
will not implement a decision for ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation. A few 
commenters suggested that this waiting 
period should be longer than ten days; 
however, FEMA believes that to avoid 
unduly delaying the award of Federal 
financial assistance or the start of direct 
Federal development, a longer period 
should not be provided. FEMA believes 
that ten days will be adequate time for 
the state process to formulate an 
appropriate political response if the 
issue is sufficiently important within the 
State. 

FEMA has included a new paragraph 
(c) in the regulation to clarify when the 
ten-day waiting period begins to run. If 
FEMA has made a telephone call (or 
other oral communication) to the single 
point of contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communcation, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If FEMA sends 
a letter but does not make a telephone 
call, the ten-day period begins on the 
date the single point of contact is 
presumed to have received it? This 
presumptive date of receipt is five days 
from the date in which the letter is sent, 
a period consistent with the 
longstanding successful practice of the 
Social Security Administration and 
longer than that used for presumptive 
receipt of official papers in many other 
legal contexts. In effect, FEMA will be 
free to begin carrying out its decision on 
the sixteenth day after the day FEMA 
sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was Federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, 
FEMA will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with FEMA's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 4.11 What are the Director’s 
obligations in interstate situation? 


This section is based on § 4.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases. 

FEMA received several comments on 
its handling of interstate situations. 
Most of these comments asked for 
greater Federal guidance or involvement 
in interstate situations, especially when 
various affected states did not agree 
with one another. Some commenters 
also said that greater attention should 
be given to the role of interstate 
metropolitan areas and the designated 
areawide entities that represent them. 

FEMA does not believe that it is 
necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in FEMA’s interest 
to have affected States mutually agree 
on FEMA's programs and projects that 
affect interstate situations. On a case- 
by-case basis, as appropriate, FEMA 
will work with officials of States 
involved in an interstate situation in an 
attempt to secure this agreement. This 
should not be a regulatory requirement, 
however. 

FEMA believes that designated 
areawide agencies in interstate 
metropolitan areas have an important 
role to play. Consequently, paragraph 
(a)(3) now specifically mentions 
designated areawide entities among 
those which FEMA will make efforts to 
notify in interstate situations. OMB will 
periodically provide FEMA with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
FEMA if it is sent through a State single 
point of contact, and if the areawide 
entity has been delegated a review and 
comment role for the program or activity 
being commented on by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by FEMA, and that recommendation is 
transmitted to FEMA through the single 
point of contact of either Maryland, 
Virginia, or the District of Columbia, 
FEMA is obligated to accommodate or 
explain. If a state process 
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recommendation differing from the 
Washington COG recommendation is 
also transmitted by another State’s 
single point of contact, FEMA would 
also accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 


Section 4.12 How may a State simplify, 
consolidate or substitute Federally 
required State plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. FEMA did receive a number of 
comments on this section, however. 
Several agreed that States should be 
able to simplify state plans, but objected 
to allowing states to consolidate their 
plans. None of the comments were on 
any of FEMA’s plans. The reasons for 
these objections differed; most appeared 
to be from those who feared that 
consolidation of State plans would 
cause the interests of particular groups 
or particular programs to be ignored. As 
this section merely implements the 
requirement of the Order that Federal 
agencies allow the consolidation of state 
plans, FEMA had little discretion in 
developing this provision. In addition, 
FEMA has the obligation to ensure that 
any simplified or consolidated State 
plan continues to meet all Federal 
requirements. For example, a 
consolidated plan that failed to meet 
statutory or regulatory requirements for 
a particular program would not be 
accepted in that respect. 

One commenter recommended that an 
appeals process be established to deal 
with situations in which federal 
agencies disapprove modified state 
plans. FEMA believes that such a 
process is not necessary, because if a 
Federal agency disapproves a modified 
plan for failure to meet Federal 
requirements, the State can appeal the 
decision through normal agency 
mechanisms. In any event, during the 
review process before disapproval, 
FEMA will work with States to resolve 
problems that could impede approval. 

A few commenters recommended 
there be a Federal “single point of 
contact” for State plans or other 
purposes. FEMA believes this idea 
would not work, because of differing 
agency responsibilities under the wide 
variety of program statutes that various 
Federal agencies carry out. In addition, 
Federal agencies need to retain existing 
delegations of State plan approval 
authority. However, FEMA and other 
Federal agencies will each designate a 
focal point with whom States can deal 
on State plan matters. In addition, the 
Federal agencies having State plans 
intend to establish an informal 
interagency steering group, which will 
meet quarterly to discuss State plan 
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matters. Through this steering group, as 
well as by interagency contacts in 
specific situations, Federal agencies will 
coordinate with each other in cases 
when States consolidate plans across 
Federal lines. This coordination should 
promote consistent determinations 
among and within agencies on State 
plans. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the Federal agencies develop a model 
State plan format that could be used by 
the States. While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific State questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other States), we believe 
that States should be free to develop 
their own formats to reflect their own 
situations. Consequently, FEMA will not 
develop model formats, since formats 
developed as models for the voluntary 
use of States could come to be regarded, 
either by Federal Agencies or by States, 
as required. 

A list of State plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated, or substituted 
for, appears elsewhere in today’s 
Federal Register and will be updated 
periodically. 


Section 4.13 May the director waive 
any provision of these regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
Federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. FEMA is strongly 
committed to compliance with the 
Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If 
FEMA uses the emergency waiver 
provision, FEMA will attempt, to the 
extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the State process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, FEMA will keep records of all 
situations in which the emergency 
waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to FEMA to which 
FEMA would like to respond. Several 
commenters said that the Office of 
Management and Budget should have a 
stronger oversight role, thus ensuring 
that Federal agencies carry out their 
obligations under the Order and thése 
regulations. Behind these comments 


seems to be a concern that Federal 
agencies are not really interested in 
consulting with State and local 
government and a view that, in the 
absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

FEMA wants to state unequivocally 
that it is fully committed to 
implementing all of the provisions of the 
Order and these regulations, and will 
act quickly to respond to complaints 
from State, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to FEMA's obligations. Carrying out this 
Order faithfully and forcefully is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy, and the 
Administration's policymaking officials 
intend the policy to be carried out fully 
by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to Federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or ‘policing’ 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
Federal agencies. OMB is not intended 
to have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to Federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of FEMA are responsible to the Director, 
who in turn is responsible to the 
President for carrying out important 
Administration policy. 

Finally, a number of commenters 
reminded FEMA and other agencies that 
we should continue to follow existing 
statutory requirements that affect many 
Federal agencies, with respect to 
environmental impact statements, 
historic preservation, civil rights, etc. 
FEMA will continue to follow all such 
crosscutting requirements and other 
independent consultation requirements. 
To the extent that it is feasible to do so, 
FEMA will work with States to integrate 
handling of some of these crosscutting 
requirements with the official State 
process. However, regardless of the 
structure of a State’s process or whether 
there is a State process at all, FEMA 
will continue to meet all legal 
requirements in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
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administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to Federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a State could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Executive Order 12291, paperork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 

FEMA has determined that this is not 
a major rule under Executive Order 
12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with FEMA and allow State 
and local governments to establish cost 
effective consultation procedures. For 
this reason, FEMA believes that any 
economic impact the regulation has will 
be positive. In any event, it is unlikely 
that its economic impact will be 
significant. Consequently FEMA 
certifies, under the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, that this rule will not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
This rule is not subject to section 3504{h) 
of the Paperwork reduction Act, since it 
does not require the collection or 
retention of information. 


Scope 


The Federal Emergency Management 
Agency received directly 23 comments 
directed to it including one Federal 
agency, 14 States, and 8 areawide 
organization groups. A few sent 
comments more than one time. 

In addition, the Office of Management 
and Budget and other Federal agencies 
furnished FEMA with comments 
provided from at least 19 States or State 
agencies, 4 association of officials, 23 
areawide organization groups, 
summaries of 3 public meetings, 
prepared statements from one 
Congressional hearing, two letters from 
Members of Congress. These had been 
sent to OMB or other Federal agencies 
and are applicable to the FEMA 
proposed regulations. Many of the 
commenters sent in several comments 
and there is some overlap with FEMA 
figures. 

Most of the comments submitted to 
FEMA concerned the common 
regulations. Only 11 (including Hawaii 
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and Michigan which made submissions 
to OMB) of those submitting comments 
addressed issues specific to FEMA, and 
its inclusion and exclusion of programs. 
At NPR stage, FEMA published both a 
list of inclusions as well as exclusions. 

There were, of course, some general 
comments which objected to any 
exclusion, other than those selected by 
the States. This matter is addressed 
elsewhere in this preamble. 

One commenter had no objections to 
the two lists. A few endorsed the 
inclusion of program which are on the 
list of FEMA inclusions, such as the 
State Assistance Programs under the 
Flood Insurance Act, and disaster 
preparedness grants. Three programs 
were listed which have now been 
discontinued and will no longer be in 
the Catalog of Federal Disaster 
Assistance. These programs are not 
listed because they are no longer 
separately funded (public education 
assistance, arson task force and 
Academy planning assistance). 

One commenter listed a program 
involving claims for reimbursement for 
fire-fighting. This involves only 
reimbursement for services rendered on 
submission of billing and there is 
nothing to consult about. 

Two commenters recommended 
listing the Disaster Relief Program. With 
respect to assistance under the Disaster 
Relief Act of 1974, this program is not 
subject to the A-95 process. A reason 
given for including the program was that 
overall program direction should be 
discussed through consultation. Overall 
program direction is covered by other 
rulemaking and is not subject to the 
provisions of the Executive Order. 
However, FEMA has listed grants, loans, 
or other financial assistance under 
sections 402 and 414 of the Act as an 
included program. Section 402 relates in 
some cases to long-term repair, 
restoration or reconstruction of public 
facilities belonging to State or local 
governments or certain private nonprofit 
agencies engaged in specified activities. 
Section 414 deals with community 
disaster loans. These programs are also 
subject to the existing consultation 
which goes on between the FEMA 
Regional Director and the Governor or 
his/her authorized representative, and 
which is reflected in the Federal-State 
Agreement. Assistance under the 
Disaster Relief Act of 1974 which is in 
the nature of emergency activities taken 
in a matter of days or hours during or 
immediately after the disaster is 
excluded. There is no time for Executive 
Order 12372-type consultation. There is, 
of course, the consultation between 
FEMA and the States which result from 
the Federal-State Agreements 


established as a matter of course. This 
consultation is concurrent with and after 
the disaster. This is extensive, and 
involves elected officials. 

Assistance to individuals in 
connection with disaster relief is 
excluded. 

With respect to flood insurance, there 
were 8 commenters. One stated that any 
substantial new construction or 
rehabilitation of facilities or alteration 
of the natural environment should be 
included. One commenter thought 
floodplain management aspects of the 
program (community eligibility, 
identification of special hazard areas 
and flood elevation determinations) 
should not be excluded. Another 
commenter thought that several 
components of the program are likely to 
have impacts on several governments 
such as a county in which a municipality 
is located. Opportunity for review would 
facilitate coordinated efforts to promote 
effective floodplain management. 
Another commenter included the 
program as one which might involve 
development of facilities which impact 
on environment through creating 
additional demands. 

The only aspect of the flood insurance 
program subject to the A-95 process is 
that in connection with determination of 
community eligibility. Neither 
identification of floodprone areas nor 
furnishing of flood elevation 
determinations involve any financial 
assistance. There are no non-Federal 
funds involved in furnishing of technical 
data and advisory services which 
comprise this activity. The statutes and 
FEMA regulations (44 CFR Parts 66 and 
67) establish elaborate consultation and 
appeal processes requiring consultation 
with local and State officials also. These 
consultations cover all aspects of the 
studies which are performed to make 
the determination. A special 
consultation coordination officer for 
each community may be appointed. 

With respect to community eligibility, 
again there is no Federal financial 
assistance involved. A community 
applying for flood insurance is required 
to submit various data including 
legislative materials, citations to land 
use regulations, the community 
floodplain management regulation, 
building codes, etc. 

A community presently is required to 
make a number of commitments to 
effectuate floodplain management. 
Copies of the document and evidence of 
required actions are submitted for State 
and local review. However, FEMA 
regulations expressly provide that State 
and local review is not a prerequisite for 
acceptance of a community application 
for availability of flood insurance, nor 
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for conversion from the emergency 
program to the regular program. Quite 
often communities are accepted into the 
emergency program in a matter of a few 
days. These existing provisions are 
being deleted as they referred to A-95. 

Other State and local review can 
assist and become involved with the 
applicant community assuring maximum 
consistency with State, regional, and 
local comprehensive plans and 
floodplain management programs, 
including land use plans, but this is a 
State or local matter with no need for 
any Federal intervention. Any 
meaningful consultation is entirely at 
the community level and there is little if 
anything to discuss with the Federal 
Government other than a determination 
as to whether or not the community is 
eligible so that flood insurance can be 
sold to private individuals. 

For these reasons the flood insurance 
program will not be included in the 
FEMA list of inclusions. 

The proposed list has been revised to 
conform to new titles to be used in the 
latest Catalog of Domestic Assistance 
and to add programs inadvertently 
omitted from the prior list. With one 
exception (Acquisition of Flood 
Damaged Structures), none of the 
programs listed are listed as subject to 
review required by section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities Act. 


List of Subjects in 44 CFR Part 4 


Intergovernmental relations. 


1. For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency amends Title 44, 
Code of Federal Regulations, by adding 
a new Part 4, to read as follows: 


PART 4—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY (FEMA) 
PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

4.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

4:2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

4.3 What programs and activities of FEMA 
are subject to these regulations? 

4.4 [Reserved] 

4.5 What is the Director's obligation with 
respect to Federal Interagency 
coordination? 

What procedures apply to the selection 
of programs and activities under these 
regulations? 

How does the Director communicate 
with State and local officials concerning 
FEMA's programs and activities? 

How does the Director provide States an 
opportunity to comment on proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development? 
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Sec. 

4.9 How does the Director receive and 
respond to comments? 

4.10 How does the Director make efforts to 
accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

4.11 What are the Director's obligations in 
interstate situations? 

4.12 How may a State simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute federally required State 
plans? 

4.13 May the Director waive any provisions 
of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 
1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 
(48 FR 15887): Sec. 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506); Sec. 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 3334). 


§ 4.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on State, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of FEMA, 
and are not intended to create any right 
or benefit enforceable at law by a party 
against FEMA or its officers. 


§ 4.2 What definitions appty to these 
regulations? 

“FEMA” means the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 19862, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Director” means the Director of 
FEMA or an official or employee of 
FEMA acting for the Director under a 
delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§4.3 What programs and activities of 
FEMA are subject to these regulations? 

The Director publishes in the Federal 
Register a list of FEMA's programs and 
activities that are subject to these 
regulations and identifies which of these 
are subject to the requirements of 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 


$4.4 [Reserved] 
§4.5 What is the Director's obligation with 


respect to Federal interagency 
coordination? 


The Director, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected Federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
FEMA regarding programs and activities 
covered under these regulations. 


$4.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 


these reguiations? 

(a) A State may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 4.3 of this 
part for intergovernmental review under 
these regulations. Each State, before 
selecting programs and activities, shail 
consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each State that adopts a process 
shall notify the Director of FEMA's 
programs and activities selected for that 
process. 

(c) A State notify the Director of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the State shall submit to 
the Director an assurance that the State 
has consulted with local elected officials 


(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under § 4.6, 
the Director, to the extent permitted by 
law: (1) uses the state process to 
determine views of State and local 
elected officials; and, (2) communicates 
with State and local elected officials, 
through the state process, as early in a 
program planning cycle as is reasonably 
feasible to explain specific plans and 
actions. 

(b) The Director provides notice to 
directly affected State, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a State of 
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proposed Federal financial assistance or 
direct Federal development if: 

(1) The State has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance of development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. 


This notice may be made by publication 
in the Federal Register or other 
appropriate means, which FEMA in its 
discretion deems appropriate. 


proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Director gives state processes or 
directly affected State, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
at least 60 days from the date 
established by the Director to comment 
on proposed direct Federal development 
or Federal financial assistance. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
FEMA have been delegated. 

(c) Applicants for programs and 
activities subject to section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Act shall allow areawide agencies a 60- 
day opportunity for review and 
comment. 


$4.9 How does the Director receive and 
respond to comments? 

(a) The Director follows the 
procedures in § 4.10 if: 

(1) A State office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 4.6. 

(b) (1) The single point of contact is 
not obligated to transmit comments from 
State, areawide, regional! or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 

is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a State has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 


and entities may submit comments to 
FEMA. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, State, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
FEMA. In addition, if a state process 
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recommendation for a nonselected 
program or activity is transmitted to 
FEMA by the single point of contact, the 
Director follows the procedures of § 4.10 
of this part. 

(e) The Director considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Director is 
not required to apply the procedures of 
§ 4.10 of this part, when such comments 
are provided by a single point of 
contact, by the applicant or directly to 
FEMA by a commenting party. 


§ 4.10 How does the Director make efforts 
to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 


(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to FEMA 
through its single point of contact, the 
Director either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of the 
decision, as the Director in his or her 
discretion deems appropriate. The 
Director may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Director informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) FEMA will not implement its 
decision for at least ten days after the 
single point of contact receives the 
explanation; or 

(2) The Director has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b){1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 4.11 What are the Director's obligations 
in interstate situations? 


(a) The Director is responsible for: 
(1) Identifying proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 


development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 


(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select FEMA's 
program or activity; 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected State, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those States that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
FEMA's progam or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 4.10 of 
this part if the Director receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with FEMA have been 
delegated. 

(b} The Director uses the procedures 
in § 4.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to FEMA 
through a single point of contact. 


§ 4.12 How may a State simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required State plans? 


(a) As used in this section: 

(1) “Simplify” means that a State may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a State plan. 

(2) “Consolidate” means that a State 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
State can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a State 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet Federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 

tate may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans without prior 
approval by the Director. 

(c) The Director reviews each state 
plan that a State has simplified, 
consolidated, or substituted and accepts 
the plan only if its contents meet federal 
requirements. 


§ 4.13 May the Director waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Director may 
waive any provision of these 
regulations, 
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PART 9—FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 
AND PROTECTION OF WETLANDS 


§9.8 [Amended] 

2. Section 9.8(b){2) is amended by 
removing the phrase “and OMB Circular 
A-95”. 

3. Section 9.8(c)(4){i) is removed. 


§9.12 [Amended] 
4. Section 9.12(a) is amended by 
removing the first sentence. 


PART 59—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


§ 59.22 [Amended] 
5. Section 59.22(d) is removed. 


PART 60—CRITERIA FOR LAND 
MANAGEMENT AND USE 


§60.2 [Amended] 
6. Section 60.2(i) is removed. 


PART 76—STATE ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM FOR THE NATIONAL 
FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM 


§76.4 [Amended] 
7. Section 76.4(c)(3){vii) is removed. 


PART 300—DISASTER 
PREPAREDNESS ASSISTANCE 


§300.5 [Amended] 

8. Section 300.5{i) is amended by 
removing from the introductory 
paragraph the words “the appropriate 
provisions of OMB Circular A-95 
Revised. Evaluation, review and 
coordination of Federal and Federally- 
assisted programs (January 2, 1976);” 

9. Section 300.5(i)(1) is removed. 

10. Section 300.5(i)(2)(v) is removed. 

11. Section 300.5(i)(3){i) is amended by 
removing the words “The State 
clearinghouse.” 


PART 302—CiIVIL DEFENSE—STATE 
AND LOCAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS (CONTRIBUTIONS FOR 
PERSONNEL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
EXPENSES) 


§ 302.5 [Amended] 

12. Section 302.5{b) is amended by 
removing in the introductory paragraph 
the following: “(including the 
requirement of a 45 day period for 
comment by the Governor).” 

Dated: June 9, 1983. 

Louis O. Giuffrida, 

Director. 

{FR Doc. 83-16446 Filed 6-23-83; 6:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 6718-01-M 
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 


List of Programs and Activites Which 
Are Subject to FEMA Regulation 44 
CFR Part 4 


AGENCY: Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). 


ACTION: Notice. : 


The programs listed below are those 


FEMA financial assistance programs 
which are subject to FEMA rule 44 CFR 
Part 4, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency Programs and Activities.” 


1. Financial assistance under the Federai Civil Defense Act 
of 1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2251 ef seq., 
including without limitation: 

(a) Emergency Management Assistance ... 

(b) Population Protection Planning... 

(c) Shelter Surveys... 

(d) State Radiological Defese Officers... 

(e) Radiological Systems Maintenance a 
(f) State and Local Maintenance and Serv- 


(h) State and Local Emergency a 


nagement “Training. £ 

2. The State assistance program under the Ne- 
tional Flood insurance Act of 1968 and the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, 42 
U.S.C. 4001, et seq... 0 
“3. Acquisition of flood “damaged “structures 
under sec. 1362 of the National Flood Insur- 
ance Act of 1968, as amended, 42, U.S.C. 4103.... 


4. Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act, 42 U.S.C. 
TIAA OE BOG ccnsemipisensininsesasrninsitinenianmmasenssasinessatanenses . 
5. Disaster preparedness grants 
6. Earthquake and hurricane ee plan- 
ning grants... = 2 
7. Grants, loans, or other ‘financial “assistance 
under secs. 402 and 414 of the Disaster Relief 
Act of 1974, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 5172, 
5184... ~- 83.516 
8. State reporting assistance under 
Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act........... fs 83.407 


*Program subject to section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966. 


Dated: June 9, 1983. 
George Jett, 
General Counsel. 
[FR Doc. 83-16447 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6718-01-M 
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GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


41 CFR Part 101-6 
{FPMR Amendment A-35] 


intergovernmental Review of General 
Services Administration Programs and 
Activities 


AGENCY: General Services 
Administration 


ACTION: Final rule. 


sumMARY: This regulation implements 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulation applies to 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development programs and 
activities of the Genera! Services 


Administration (GSA). Executive Order 


12372 and this regulation, are intended 
to replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. They also 
implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert L. MacKinnon, Director, Special 
Projects Staff (DX) (202-535-7215). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

On January 24, 1983, GSA, along with 
25 other Federal agencies, published 
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM) to carry out Executive Order 
12372 or notices proposing that their 
programs not be subject to the Order (48 
FR 3232-3238). Subsequently, two more 
agencies published NPRMs, bringing to 
28 the total number of proposals subject 
to public comment. GSA, in conjunction 
with the other 27 Federal agencies and 
OMB, published a notice in the Federal 
Register on April 21, 1983 (48 FR 17101), 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other Federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in GSA’s 
rulemaking docket, GSA received 
approximately 160 comments on 
government-wide issues during the 
comment period. In addition, GSA 
received two comments specifically 
related to the inclusion or exclusion of 
GSA’s programs from the coverage of 
the Order or other issues pertaining only 
to GSA. 

In preparing the final rule, GSA 
considered these comments as well as 
testimony at public meetings held in 
Washington, DC, on March 2, 1983, and 


May 5, 1983, and a hearing before the 
Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 Federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, GSA has made 
several changes from the proposed rule. 
GSA is fully committed to carrying out 
Executive Order 12372, and intends 
through this regulation to communicate 
effectively with State and local elected 
officials and to accommodate their 
concerns to the greatest extent possible. 

Several State, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulation not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
State and local elected officials more 
time to establish the State processes and 
to consider which Federal programs 
they wish to select for coverage. 
Responding to these requests, the 
President amended the Executive Order 
on April 8, 1983, extending the effective 
date of this final regulation until 
September 30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 
11, 1983). GSA’s existing requirements 
and procedures under OMB Circular A- 
95 will continue in effect until 
September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” July 14, 1982 (47 FR 
30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives of 
the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
State and local processes for State and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development. The Executive Order: 


—Allows States, after consultation with 
local officials, to establish their own 
process for review and comment on 
proposed Federal financial assistance 
and direct Federal development; 

—Increases Federal responsiveness to 
State and local officials by requiring 
Federal agencies to accommodate 
State and local views or explain why 
not; 

—Allows States to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute State plans; and 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the State process, the 
single point of contact, and the Federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to State and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The State process is the framework 
under which State and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the State process: (1) A State must 
tell the Federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the State process, and (2) a State must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that States are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the State process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the State. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives State and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A State is not required to establish a 
State process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how Federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
State processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular State, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 

‘Federal financial assistance or direct 

Federal development, and to aid in 

reaching a State process 

recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for Federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the State 
process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the State selects which of these 
Federal programs and activities are to 
be reviewed through the State process 
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and sends OMB the initial list of 
selected programs and activities. 
Subsequent changes to the list are 
provided directly to the appropriate 
Federal agencies. 

The Federal agency provides the State 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the State 
has among its options those of: 
Preparing and transmitting a State 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
State process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the Federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, -and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The State single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the ‘accommodate or explain” 
response by Federal agencies. The 
single point of contact does so by 
transmitting a State process 
recommendation. (The terms 
“accommodate or explain” and State 
process recommendation are explained 
later.) As indicated, there is to be only 
one single point of contact. The other 
functions undertaken by the single point 
of contact are submitting for Federal 
agency consideration any views 
differing from a State process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a Federal 
agency's nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a State could 
choose to broaden the single point of 
contact role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for Federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no State process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the Federal agency. 

A State need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a State 
fails to designate a single point of 
contact, no other entity or official can 
transmit recommendations and be 
assured of an accommodate or explain 
response by the Federal agency. 
Comments or views may be transmitted 
by these other entities or officials, but 


need only be considered by the Federal 
agency in accordance with Section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act and other relevant statutory 
provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a State process 
recommendation, the Federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
Agency is generally required to wait 15 
days after sending an explanation of the 
nonaccommodation to the single point of 
contact before taking final action. 

A “State process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting State, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the State 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A State process recommendation which 
is a consensus,—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a State process recommendation. Also, 
the State government need not be party 
to a State process recommendation. 

A State process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, GSA altered the section 
and paragraph numbers of various 
portions of the rule. So that these 
changes will be easier to follow, we are 
providing a table showing where each 
portion of the proposed rule is covered 
in the final rule: 


101-6.2101 | 101-6.2101. 
«| 101-6.2102. 
| 101-6.2103. 
101-6.2104. 
101-6.2106(b). 
--| 101-6.2106(d). 
--| 101-6.2106(c). 
~-| 101-6.2108(b). 


Proposed rule (section) 


101-6.2107(b). 
101-6,2108. 
101-6.2109. 
101-6.2110 


101-6.21 10(b), (c). 
-| 101-6.2111. 
-| 101-6.2112. 
| 101-6.2113. 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§ 101-6.2105, § 101-6.2106(a), 
§ 101-6.2107(b), and § 101-6.2108(c) are 
new. 


Section 101-6.2101. What is the 
purpose of these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing Section 401 
(31 USC 6506) of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act as authority, did not 
specifically contain provisions to 
implement some of its requirements. 
This statute provides conditions for 
intergovernmental policy and 
administration of development 
assistance programs. The text of Section 
401 is printed in the Department of 
Agriculture's final rule published 
elsewhere in this issue (see 
Supplementary Information section of 
USDA's document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including State, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that Federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under this statute. In response, 
paragraph (a) of this section now cites 
not only the Executive Order but also 
section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act. Other provisions in 
these regulations carry out GSA's 
responsibilities under this statutory 
provision. 

Section 401 emphasizes that Federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at State, regional, and local 
levels. GSA, when considering and 
making efforts to accomodate comments 
and recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
GSA and other Federal agencies on one 
hand, and State and local elected 
officials on the other. The Order and 
these regulations presuppose, and rely 
on, the good faith of Federal, State and 
local officials in communicating with 
one another and seeking to understand 





one another’s concerns. To regard these 
regulations as rigid procedures intended 
to provide new opportunities for 
litigation would be wholly contrary to 
their purpose. Agencies have statutory 
responsibilities under the laws on which 
these rules are based. In some cases, 
courts have held agency actions to be 
judicially reviewable under these 
statutes. By retaining paragraph (c) in 
the regulation, GSA is stating only that 
these regulations are not grounds for 
judicial review of agency action beyond 
those afforded by the underlying 
statutes. 


Section 101-6.2102. What definitions 
apply to these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. 
GSA does not believe it is necessary to 
define any of these additional terms. 
The term “environmental impact 
statement” is a well-known term of art 
in environmental law and planning, is 
mentioned in the National 
Environmental Policy Act, and is 
discussed in numerous court decisions. 
This term is not used in the regulation. 
In any event, GSA would not use the 
term in any but its commonly 
understood sense. 

GSA chose not to include a definition 
of “direct Federal development,” or 
Federal financial assistance.” 
Experience in other regulatory areas 
(e.g., civil rights regulations with respect 
to Federal financial assistance) has 
shown that it is difficult to craft a 
concise, understandable, and 
comprehensive definition. An abstract 
definition always carries with it the 
danger of inadvertently leaving 
something in that should be excluded or 
leaving something out that should be 
included. Moreover, in these cases, the 
list of program inclusions accompanying 
this rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
State and local elected officials can act. 

GSA also decided not to try defining 
“emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give Federal 
agencies flexibility to deal with 
unforeseen situations and other 
problems beyond the agencies’ control. 
As stated in the preamble to the 
proposed rules, GSA expects to use such 
provisions sparingly, and only when 
absolutely necessary. Thus it would be 


counterproductive to attempt, through a 
definition, to limit this flexibility by 
anticipating all possible circumstances 
when it might be needed. 

GSA also does believe a definition of 
“accommodate” is necessary. The 
concept of accommodation is addressed 
in § 101-6.2110. In this section, the 
Administrator accepts the State process 
recommendation or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If GSA does not 
provide an accommodation in one of 
these two ways, it must provide an 
explanation. Since GSA believes the 
section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 

Finally, GSA considered whether to 
include a definition of the term “State 
process recommendation.” GSA 
concluded that a definition of this term 
would not materially help clarify those 
situations in which GSA has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term's function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 101-6.2103. What programs 
and activities of GSA are subject to 
these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the State 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the State process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the Federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 
Although GSA has not proposed any 
exclusions, one commenter requested 
the exclusion of the National Historical 
Publications and Records Grants 
program. After review, GSA determined 
that there is not sufficient reason for this 
requested exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all Federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the order mandates consultation 
only when State and local governments 
provide non-Federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by, the proposed 
Federal action. Programs and activities 
not falling into either of these categories 
are clearly outside the scope of the 
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Order (e.g., Coast Guard search and 
rescue activities, procurement of 
military weapon systems). Many 
national security actions, even those 
affecting State and local jurisdictions, 
involve classified information. It is 
meaningless to expect State and local 
review of national security matters, for 
example, when access to the plans or 
documents for the proposed Federal 
action is not possible for national 
security reasons. It is appropriate for 
Federal agencies to decide which of 
their activities are Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development. 

There are also actions related to 
Federal financial assistance or direct 
Federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
State and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of GSA’s budget proposals 
transmitted to OMB, or OMB's 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for State processes, GSA is 
publishing a notice listing these 
“included” programs and activities. This 
information is being published in a 
separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule to allow future changes to be 
made more conveniently. GSA will seek 
public comment on proposed future 
program or activity exclusions as these 
occur. 


Section 101-6.2104 What are the 
Administrator's general responsibilities 
under the Order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


Section 101-6.2105 What is the 
Administrator's obligation with respect 
to Federal interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a Federal single point of 
contact, asked GSA and other Federal 
agencies to do more in ensuring that 
Federal agencies communicate not only 
with State and local elected officials but 
also with each other. GSA believes this 
point is well taken. Many programs and 
projects require information or 
approvals from a number of Federal 
agencies, and Federal interagency 
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communication is as important, in many 
cases, as intergovernmental 
communication. Consequently, GSA is 
adding a new section, the language of 
which is derived from subsection 401(d) 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act. The section provides that the 
Administrator, to the extent practicable, 
will consult with and seek advice from 
all other substantially affected Federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and GSA regarding programs 
and activities covered under these 
regulations. 


Section 101-6.2106 What procedures 
apply to the selection of programs and 
activities under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 101-6.2103 is eligible for 
selection for a State process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that States are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 

-omments that asked that the States’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a State process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
State submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of State processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB's 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
State and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by State and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. GSA believes that 
these requirements are clear and that 
further administrative requirements 
imposed by regulations are unnecessary 
and would, in many cases, delay or 
interfere with the establishment of a 
State process. In particular, GSA does 
not believe that the Order contemplates 
so rigid a requirement as a sign-off by 
an official of each local jurisdiction in a 
State before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, or § 101-6.2105 of 
the NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 


specifies that the State must submit to 
the Administrator with each change in 
its program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
States to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the State process. The 
paragraph also allows GSA to establish 
deadlines for States to inform the 
Administrator of changes in program 
selections. The primary reason for this 
provision is to expedite processing of 
assistance applications and to reach 
decisions on projects at times of heavy 
workload, such as the end of the fiscal 
year. For example, deadlines could be 
set to avoid on short notice having to 
make midstream changes in 
coordination procedures. In addition, 
GSA has made some editorial changes 
for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a State chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a State process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 101-6.2107, discussed below. 


Section 101-6.2107 How does the 
Administrator communicate with State 
and local officials concerning GSA’s 
programs and activities? 


The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
State process. GSA must pursue such 
notification and consultation practices 
under these authorities even where the 
program or activity is selected for a 
State process. GSA may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
GSA's programs or activities. Further, 
GSA need not rely on the State process 
or the single point of contact to bring 
about this communication or 
consultation. 

When GSA notifies the State process 
with respect to a proposed action 
concerning a program or activity that 
has been selected for the State process, 
notification of areawide, regional, and 
local entities for purposes of sections 
401 is the responsibility of the State 
process. The single point of contact. 
could be the information channel for this 
purpose. GSA-need not notify areawide, 
regional, and local entities separately in 
this situation, but may do so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how GSA communicates 
with local elected officials in situations 
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where a State does not have a State 
process or where the State process does 
not cover a particular program or 
activity. GSA will carry out its 
responsibilities in these situations by 
providing notice to State, areawide, 
regional or local officials or entities that 
would be directly affected by the 
proposed Federal financial assistance or 
direct Federal development. This notice 
may be either through publication (e.g., 
a notice in the Federal Register or in a 
publication widely available in the area 
potentially affected by the proposed 
Federal action) or direct (e.g., a letter to 
the mayor of an affected city). The 
notice will alert the directly affected 
entities concerning the proposed action 
and identifying who in GSA should be 
contacted for more information. 


Section 101-6.2108 How does the 
Administrator provide States the 
opportunity of commenting on proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 101-6.2106(c) of the 
NPRM (redesignated § 101-6.2108(a) in 
the final rule) than any other provision 
in the proposed regulation. The NPRM 
proposed that, except in unusual 
circumstances, the Administrator would 
give States at least 30 days to comment 
on any proposed Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development. Almost all commenters 
discussing this point felt 30 days was 
too brief a period to develop comments, 
particularly when disagreements among 
various interested parties within the 
State need to be resolved. Commenters 
requested a number of longer comment 
periods, including 35, 45, 50, and 60 
days. Some commenters suggested that 
an additional period—normally between 
15 and 30 days—be available to States 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, GSA 
has decided to lengthen the comment 
period to 60 days in all cases (including 
interstate matters). 

The Administrator will establish, by 
notice to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information could 
be provided, for example, in program 
specifit announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the State 
process, GSA will provide notice, 
including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected State, areawide, 
regional and local entities regarding the 
proposed Federal action. Because 
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paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Administrator will establish this 
starting date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Administrator to 
establish deadlines for submission of 
various materials is no longer necessary 
and has been deleted. When 
establishing deadlines, the 
Administrator will ensure that 
commenting parties under the State 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an epplication 
or project proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 101-6.2106(a) of the 
NPRM. The provisions of this section 
apply to cases in which review, 
coordination, and communication with 
GSA have been delegated. This 
paragraph is intended to make clear that 
when this responsibility is delegated, 
these procedures apply just as if the 
matter were handled at the State level. 

Paragraph (d) of § 101-6.2106 of the 
NPRM has been dropped. A new § 101- 
6.2109 of the final rule describes how the 
Administrator receives and responds to 
comments. 


Section 101-6.2109 How does the 
Administrator receive and respond to 
comments? 


This new section replaces § 101- 
6.2106(d) of the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Administrator's obligations concerning 
the receipt of and response to 
comments. Section 101-6.2106(d) had 
provided that the Administrator would 
respond as provided in the Order to all 
comments from a State that are 
provided through a State office or 
official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
State and the Federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a State instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt a single point of contact 
would be an unnecessary extra layer of 
bureaucracy imposed on their State 
process. Second, some commenters felt 
the single point of contact could, in 
effect, veto recommendations made by 
local or regional entities or reduce the 
comments of such entities to second- 
class status. In other words, their view 
was that using a single point of contact 
would inhibit, rather than facilitate, 
transmission to Federal agencies of the 


concerns of local elected officials, and 
regional and areawide entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and GSA’s decision explicitly to 
implement through these regulations 
section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act, GSA has made 
substantial changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between Federal- 
State/local and State/local-Federal 
entities and officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all Federal agencies and all 
parties within a State know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
State/local-Federal communications link 
for the State process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
pers ve, the primary role of the 
8 point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of State and local elected 
officials on proposed Federal actions. It 
does not matter to GSA whether this 
single point of contact also has a 
substantive role in preparing comments. 
That is up to the State and local elected 
officials who establish each State 
process. GSA is concerned only that the 
single point of contact communicate 
those comments and recommendations 
to GSA. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the 
Administrator to follow the 
“accommodate or explain” procedures 
of § 101-6.2110 if two conditions are 
met. First, the State must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a State process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to GSA.) If 
these conditions are not met, the 
Administrator will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The State process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the State 
and Federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that Federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
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accommodate, the concerns of State and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration’s view, that State and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
States and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a State process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, GSA will 
always fully consider all comments it 
receives under these regulations. 

GSA'’s practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
GSA's “accommodate or explain” 
responsibility will be greatly aided 
when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve, or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
the 30-day review period proposed by 
the NPRM, saying that more than 30 
days was needed if consensus were to 
be reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, GSA will respond as 
provided in § 101-6.2110 to a State 
process recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from GSA under these rules. Moreover, 
because the single point of contact is 
required under paragraph (b)(2) of this 
section to pass through comments that 
differ from the State process 
recommendation, all officials and 
entities within a State are assured that 
comments that differ from the State 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by GSA. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no State process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a State process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
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will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to GSA before the review 
and comment period ends. These 
entities may also choose to send their 
comments directly to GSA concurrent 
with their sending them to the State 
process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to GSA all 
comments received concerning a 
selected program or activity that differ 
from a State process recommendation. 
This requirement will ensure that, as 
section 401 specifies, GSA considers all 
views from State, areawide, regional, 
and local entities or officials. It should 
also reassure commenters that the views 
of concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), GSA makes 
provision for responding to comments in 
situations where there is no State 
process, or for programs that are not 
selected for a State process. Paragraph 
(c) provides that in the absence of a 
State process, or if the single point of 
contact does not transmit a State 
process recommendation, State, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
GSA. GSA is obligated to consider these 
comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the State process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of GSA. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates GSA's 
obligation to consider all the comments 
it receives from State, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
under these regulations, whether they 
are transmitted through a single point of 
contact or otherwise provided to GSA. 
This obligation derives directly from 
section 401. 


Section 101-6.2110 How does the 
Administrator make efforts to 
accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a State process provides 
a State process recommendation to GSA 
through a single point of contact, GSA 
becomes obligated to accommodate or 
explain. This means that GSA need not 
accommodate or explain comments that: 
(1) Do not constitute or form the State 
process recommendation, or (2) are not 
provided through a single point of 
contact. GSA will fully consider all such 
comments, but there will be no 
“accommodate or explain” obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a State process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
State process. In response to a 


substantial number of comments, 
subparagraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that GSA may not also 
inform the single point of contact of a 
nonaccommodation by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or in a personal 
meeting. However, whether or not such 
conversation or communication occurs, 


- GSA will always send a written 


explanation of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, GSA will 
not implement a decision for ten days 
after the single point of contact receives 
the explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, GSA believes that to avoid 
unduly delaying the award of Federal 
financial assistance or the start of direct 
Federal development, a longer period 
should not be provided. GSA believes 
that ten days will be adequate time for 
the State process to formulate an 
appropriate political response if the 
issue is sufficiently important within the 
State. 

GSA has included a new paragraph 
(c) in the regulation to clarify when the 
ten-day waiting period begins to run. If 
GSA has made a telephone call (or other 
oral communication) to the single point 
of contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If GSA sends 
a letter but does not make a telephone 
call, the ten-day period begins on the 
date the single pojnt of contact is 
presumed to have received it. This 
presumptive date of receipt is five days 
from the date on which the letter is sent, 
a period consistent with the 
longstanding successful practice of the 
Social Security Administration, and 
longer than that used for presumptive 
receipt of official papers in many other 
legal contexts. In effect, GSA will be 
free to begin carrying out its decision on 
the sixteenth day after the day GSA sent 
the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was Federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing ~ 
explanations of nonaccommodation, 
GSA will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with GSA’s responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 
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Section 101-6.2111 What are the 
Administrator's obligations in interstate 
situations? 


This section is based on § 101-6.2108 
of the NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases. 

GSA received several comments on 
handking of interstate situations. Most of 
these comments asked for greater 
Federal guidance or involvement in 
interstate situations, especially when 
various affected States did not agree 
with one another. Some commenters 
also said that greater attention should 
be given to the role of interstate 
metropolitan areas and the designated 
areawide entities that represent them. 

GSA does not believe it is necessary 
to change the proposed regulation to 
provide any particular procedure for 
resolving interstate conflicts. It is clearly 
in GSA’s interest to have affected States 
mutually agree on GSA’s programs and 
projects that affect interstate situations. 
On a case-by-case basis, as appropriate, 
GSA will work with officials of States 
involved in an interstate situation in an 
attempt to secure this agreement. This 
should not be a regulatory requirement, 
however. 

GSA believes that designated 
areawide agencies in interstate 
metropolitan areas have an important 
role to play. Consequently, paragraph 
(a)(3) now specifically mentions 
designated areawide entities among 
those which GSA will make efforts to 
notify in interstate situations. OMB will 
periodically provide GSA with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
GSA if it is sent through a State single 
point of contact, and if the areawide 
entity has been delegated a review and 
comment role for the program or activity 
being commented on by a State process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, DC Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role, and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by GSA, and that recommendation is 
transmitted to GSA through the single 
point of contact of either Maryland, 
Virginia, or the District of Columbia, 
GSA is obligated to accommodate or 
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explain. If a State process 
recommendation differing from the 
Washington COG recommendation is 
also transmitted by another State’s 
single point of contact, GSA would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 


Section 101-6.2112 How may a State 
simplify, consolidate or substitute 
Federally required State plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. GSA did receive a number of 
comments on this section, however. 
Several agreed that States should be 
able to simplify State plans, but 
objected to allowing States to 
consolidate their plans. The reason for 
these objections differed; most appeared 
to be from those who feared that 
consolidation of State plans would 
cause the interests of particular groups 
or particular programs to be ignored. As 
this section merely implements the 
requirement of the Order that Federal 
agencies allow the consolidation of 
State plans, GSA had little discretion in 
developing this provision. In addition, 
GSA has the obligation to ensure that 
any simplified or consolidated State 
plan continues to meet all Federal 
requirements. For example, a 
consolidated plan that failed to meet 
statutory or regularly requirements for a 
particular program would not be 
accepted. 

One commenter recommended that an 
appeals process be established to deal 
with situations in which Federal 
agencies disapprove modified State 
plans. GSA believes that such a process 
is not necessary, because if a federal 
agency disapproves a modified plan for 
failure to meet Federal requirements, the 
State can appeal the decision through 
normal agency mechanisms. In any 
event, during the review process before 
disapproval, GSA will work with States 
to resolve problems that could impede 
approval. 

A few commenters recommended 
there be a Federal “single point of 
contact” for State plans or other 
purposes. GSA believes this idea would 
not work, because of differing agency 
responsibilities under the wide variety 
of program statutes that various Federal 
agencies carry out. In addition, Federal 
agencies need to retain existing 
delegations of State plan approval 
authority. However, GSA and other 
Federal agencies will each designate 
focal points with whom States can deal 
on State plan matters. In addition, the 
Federal agencies having State plans 
intend to establish an informal 
interagency steering group, which will 
meet quarterly to discuss State plan 
matters. Through this steering group, as 


well as by interagency contacts in 
specific situations, Federal agencies will 
coordinate with each other in cases 
when States consolidate plans across 
Federal lines. This coordination should 
promote consistent determinations 
among and within agencies on State 
plans. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the Federal agencies develop a model 
State plan format that could be used by 
the States. While GSA is willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific State questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other States), GSA 
believes that States should be free to 
develop their own formats to reflect 
their own situations. Consequently, GSA 
will not develop model formats, since 
formats developed as models for the 
voluntary use of States could come to be 
regarded, either by Federal agencies or 
by States, as required. A list of State 
plans that may be simplified, 
consolidated, or substitutional for, 
appears elsewhere in today's Federal 
Register and will be updated 
periodically. GSA presently has no State 
plans appearing on this list. 


Section 101-6.2113 May the 
Administrator waive any provision of 
these regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
Federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. GSA is strongly 
committed to compliance with the 
Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If 
GSA uses the emergency waiver 
provision, GSA will attempt, to the 
extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the State process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, GSA will keep records of all 
situations in which the emergency 
waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to GSA to which GSA 
would like to respond. Several 
commenters said that the Office of 
Management and Budget should have a 
stronger oversight role, thus ensuring 
that Federal agencies carry out their 
obligations under the Order and these 
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regulations. Behind these comments 
seems to be a concern that Federal 
agencies are not really interested in 
consulting with State and local 
governments and a view that, in the 
absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

GSA wants to state unequivocally 
that it is fully committed to 
implementing all of the provisions of the 
Order and these regulations, and will 
act quickly to respond to complaints 
from State, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to GSA’s obligations. Carrying out this 
Order faithfully and forcefully is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy, and the 
Administration’s policymaking officials 
intend the policy to be carried out fully 
by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to Federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
Federal agencies. OMB is not intended 
to have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to Federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of GSA are responsible to the 
Administrator, who in turn is 
responsible to the President for carrying 
out important Administration policy. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded GSA and other agencies that 
we should continue to follow existing 
statutory requirements that affect many 
Federal agencies, with respect to 
environmental impact statements, 
historic preservation, civil rights, etc. 
GSA will continue to follow all such 
crosscutting requirements and other 
independent consultation requirements. 
To the extent that it is feasible to do so, 
GSA will work with States to integrate 
handling of some of these crosscutting 
requirements with the official State 
process. However, regardless of the 
structure of a State’s process or whether 
there is a State process at all, GSA will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
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management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to Federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a State could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the State that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


GSA has determined that this is not a 
major rule under Executive Order 12291 
of February 17, 1981, because it is not 
likely to result in an annual effect on the 
economy of $100 million or more; a 
major increase in costs to consumers or 
others; or significant adverse effects. 
The rule will simplify consultation with 
GSA and allow State and local 
governments to establish cost effective 
consultation procedures. For this reason, 
GSA believes that any economic impact 
the regulation has will be positive. In 
any event, it is unlikely that its 
economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently, GSA certifies, under the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, that this rule 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. This rule is not subject to 
section 3504(h) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, since it does not require 
the collection or retention of 
information. 


List of subjects in 41 CFR Part 101-6 
Intergovernmental relations 


For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the General Services 
Administration amends Title 41, Code of 
Federal Regulations, by adding a new 
Subpart 101—6.21 to Part 101—6 to read 
as follows: 


PART 101-6—MISCELLANEOUS 
REGULATIONS 


Subpart 101-6.21—Intergovernmental 
Review of General Services 
Administration Programs and 
Activities 


Sec. 

101-6.2100 Scope of subpart. 

101-6.2101 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 


Sec. 

101-6.2102 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

101-6.2103 What programs and activities of 
GSA are subject to these regulations? 

101-6.2104 What are the Administrator's 
general responsibililties under the Order’. 

101-6.2105 What is the Administrator's 
obligation with respect to Federal 
interagency coordination? 

101-6.2106 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 

101-6.2107 How does the Administrator 
communicate with State and local 
officials concerning GSA’s programs and 
activities? 

101-6.2108 How does the Administrator 
provide States an opportunity to 
comment on proposed Federal financia! 
assistance and direct Federal 
development? 

101-6.2109 How does the Administrator 
receive and respond to comments? 

101-6.2110 How does the Administrator 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmenta! concerns? 

101-6.2111 What are the Administrator's 
obligations in interstate situations? 

101-6.2112 How may a State simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required State plans? 

101-6.2113 May the Administrator waive 
any provision of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 

(48 FR 15887): Sec. 401 of the 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 

as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506) 


§ 101-6.2100 Scope of subpart. 


This subpart implements Executive 
Order 12372, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Federal Programs”, for Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development programs of the General 
Services Administration (GSA). 


§ 101-6.2101 What is the purpose of these 
reguiations? 


(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982, and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovenmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on State processes and on State, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of GSA, 
and are not intended to create any right 
or benefit enforceable at law by a party 
against GSA or its officers. 
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§ 101-6.2102 What definitions apply to 
these regulations? 

“GSA” means the U.S, General 
Services Administration. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983, and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Administrator” means the 
Administrator of General Services or an 
official or employee of GSA acting for 
the Administrator under a delegation of 
authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 States, 
the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 101-6.2103 What and 
activities of GSA are subject to these 
regulations? 

The Administrator publishes in the 
Federal Register a list of GSA’s 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations. 


§ 101-6.2104 What are the Administrator's 
general responsibilities under the Order? 

(a) The Administrator provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those State and local 
governments that would provide the 
non-Federal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed Federal 
financial assistance from, or direct 
Federal development by, GSA. 

(b) If a State adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed Federal financial assistance 
and direct Federal development, the 
Administrator, to the extent permitted 
by law: 

(1) Uses the State process to 
determine official views of State and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with State and 
local elected officials as early in a 
program planning cycle as is reasonably 
feasible to explain specific plans and 
actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
State and local elected officials’ 
concerns with proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development that are communicated 
through the State process; 

(4) Allows the States to simplify and 
consolidate existing Federally required 
State plan submissions; 

(5) Where State planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of State plans for Federally 
required State plans; 
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(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected State and local elected officials 
in one State with those of another State 
when proposed Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development has an impact on interstate 
metropolitan urban centers or other 
interstate areas; and 

(7) Supports State and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 
planning organization which is 
Federally-funded, which has limited 
purpose, and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
State or local elected officials. 


§ 101-6.2105 What is the Administrator's 
obligation with respect to Federal 
interagency coordination? 

The Administrator, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected Federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
GSA regarding programs and activities 
covered under these regulations. 


$ 101-6.2106 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 

(a) A State may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 101-6.2103 
of this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each State, 
before selecting programs and activities, 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each State that adopts a process 
shall notify the Administrator of the 
GSA programs and activities selected 
for that process. 

(c) A State may notify the 
Administrator of changes in its 
selections at any time. For each change, 
the State shall submit to the 
Administrator an assurance that the 
State has consulted with elected local 
elected officials regarding the change. 
GSA may establish deadlines by which 
States are required to inform the 
Administrator of changes in their 
program selections. 

(d) The Administrator uses a State's 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Administrator is notified of its 
selections. 


3 101-6.2107 How does the Administrator 
communicate with State and local officials 
concerning GSA’s programs and activities? 

(a) [Reserved] 

(b) The Administrator provides notice 
to directly affected State, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a State of 
proposed Federal financial assistance or 
direct Federal development if: 


(1) The State has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the State process. 


Note.—This notice may be made by 
publication in the Federal Register or other 
appropriate means, which GSA in its 
discretion deems appropriate. 


§ 101-6.2108 How does the Administrator 
provide States an opportunity to comment 
on proposed Federal financial assistance 
and direct Federal development? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Administrator gives State processes 
or directly affected State, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
at least: 

(1) [Reserved] 

(2) 60 days from the date established 
by the Administrator to comment on 
proposed direct Federal development or 
Federal financial assistance. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
GSA have been delegated. 


§ 101-6.2109 How does the Administrator 
receive and respond to comments? 

(a) The Administrator follows the 
procedures in § 101-6.2110 if: 

(1) A State office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a State process and all 
Federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
State process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 101-6.2106. 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
State, areawide, regional or local. 
officials and entities where there is no 
State process recommendation. 

(2) If a State process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from State, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a State has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a State 
process recommendation, State, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
GSA. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a State process, State, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
GSA. In addition, if a State process 
recommendation for a nonselected 
program or activity is transmitted to 
GSA by the single point of contact, the 
Administrator follows the procedures of 
§ 101-6.2110 of this Part. 

(e) The Administrator considers 
comments which do not constitute a 
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State process recommendation 
submitted under these regulations, and 
for which the Administrator is not 
required to apply the procedures of 

§ 101-6.2110 of this Part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, or directly to GSA by a 
commenting party. 


§ 101-6.2110 How does the Administrator 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


(a) If a State process provides a State 
process recommendation to GSA 
through its single point of contact, the 
Administrator either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the State process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of its 
decision, as the Administrator in his or 
her discretion deems appropriate. The 
Administrator may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Administrator informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) GSA will not implement its 
decision for at least ten days after the 
single point of contact receives the 
explanation; or 

(2) The Administrator has reviewed 
the decision and determined that, 
because of unusual circumstances, the 
waiting period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 101-6.2111 What are the Administrator's 
obligations In interstate situations? 


(a) The Administrator is responsible 
for: 

(1) Identifying proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in States which have adopted a 
process and which have selected a GSA 
program or activity; 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected State, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those States that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or have not 
selected a GSA program or activity; and 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 101- 
6.2110 of this Part if the Administrator 
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receives a recommendation from a 
designated areawide agency transmitted 
by a single point of contact, in cases in 
which the review, coordination, and 
communication with GSA have been 
delegated. 

(b) The Administrator uses the 
procedures in § 101-6.2110 if a State 
process provides a State process 
recommendation to GSA through a 
single point of contact. 


§ 101-6.2112 How may a State simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required State pians? 

(a) As used in this section: . 

(i) “Simplify” means that a State may 
develop its own format, choose its own 


submission date, and select the planning 
period for a State plan. ‘ 

(2)Consolidate” means that a State 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
State can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a State 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet Federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 
State may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required State plans without prior 
approval by the Administrator. 
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(c) The Administrator reviews each 
State plan that a State has simplified, 
consolidated, or substituted and accepts 
the plan only if its contents meet 
Federal requirements. 


§ 101-6.2113 May the Administrator waive 
any provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Administrator 
may waive any provision of these 
regulations. 


Dated: June 17, 1983. 
Ray Kline, 
Acting Administrator of General Services. 
{FR Doc. 63-16938 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-96-M 
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GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


State Process Selection Listing 


Section 101-.6.2104 of the preamble to 
Part 101-6—Miscellaneous Regulations, 
which is printed elsewhere in today’s 
Federal Register, specifies that the 
General Services Administration will 
publish a ‘isting of “included” programs 
and activities for State selection in 
accordance with the provisions of 
Executive Order 12372. The following 
programs of the General Services 
Administration are hereby listed as 


being eligible for selection for State 
processes in accordance with the terms 
of the Executive Order, and Part 101-6. 


Public Buildings Construction 


41 CFR 101-18.100 (e) Lease 
Construction Projects. 


Public Buildings Construction 


41 CFR 101-19.100 Intergovernmental 
Consultation on Federal Projects. 


Real Property Disposal Program 


41 CFR 101-47.303-2 Disposals to 
Public Agencies. 
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Records Managemen‘ 


41 CFR 105-65.203 State Records 
Program Organization. 

Requests for additional information 
should be addressed to: Genera! 
Services Administration (DX), 
Washington, DC 20405. 

Dated: June 17, 1983. 

Ray Kline, 

Acting Administrator of General Services. 
{FR Doc. 83-16939 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6820-96-M 
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION 


14 CFR Part 1204 


Intergovernmental Review of National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 


ACTION: Final Rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
direct Federal development programs 
and activities of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 
Executive Order 12372 and these 
regulations replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-95. They 
also implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James M. Bayne, (202) 755-3647. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983, (48 FR 3240) this 
Agency along with 25 other federal 
agencies, published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) to carry out 
Executive Order 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. Subsequently, two 
more agencies published NPRMs, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
The Agency, in conjunction with the 
other 27 federal agencies and OMB, 
published a notice in the Federal 
Register on April 21, 1983 (48 FR 17101) 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to 
comments. 

including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the Agency's 
rulemaking docket, the Agency received 
approximately 160 comments on 
government-wide issues during the 
comment period. In addition, the Agency 
received 12 comments specifically 
related to the inclusion or exclusion of 
this Agency's programs from the 
coverage of the order or other issues 
pertaining only to the Agency. 

In preparing the final rule, the Agency 
considered these comments, as well as 
testimony at public meetings held in 
Washington on March 2, 1983, and May 
5, 1983, and a hearing before the Senate 
Intergovernmental Relations 

‘Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 


Following consultation with OMB and 
other 22 federal agencies that are issuing 
final rules, the Agency has made several 
changes from the proposed rule. The 
Agency is fully committed to carrying 
out Executive Order 12372, and intends 
through these regulations to 
communicate effectively with state and 
local elected officials and to 
accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated, to give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983). 
The Agency’s existing requirements and 
procedures under OMB Circular A-95 
will continue in effect until September 
30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed Federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. NASA has no Federal 
financial assistance activities, and these 
regulations therefore, are concerned 
only with direct Federal development 
activities. As it applies to this Agency, 
the Executive Order: 

—Allows states, after consultation with 
local officials, to establish their own 
process for review and comment on 
proposed direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views and or explain 
why not; and 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 
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State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out their review of Federal 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A state must 
tell each federal agency which of that 
Agency’s programs and activities are 
being included under the state process, 
and (2) a state must provide an 
assurance that it has consulted with 
local officials in establishing the state 
process and in changing the list of 
selected programs and activities. Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state, giving state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes as they apply to direct 
Federal development are likely to 
include the following components: 

—a designated single point of contact; 
—delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 

areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process | 
recommendation, and; 

—a means of consulting with local 
officials. 

Each Federal agency will list or 
describe in the Federal Register those of 
its programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects those Federal 
programs and activities to be reviewed 
through the state process and sends 
OMB the initial list of selected programs 
and activities. Subsequent changes to 
the list are provided directly to the 
appropriate Federal agencies. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
may prepare and transmit a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forward the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; or 
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not subject the proposed action to state 
process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected by the State, 
the Federal agency provides notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact _ 


The state single point of contact, an 
official or organization designated by 
the state government, is the only party 
that can initiate the “accommodate or 
explain” response by federal agencies. 
The single point of contact initiates such 
a response by transmitting a state 
process recommendation on the 
proposed action to the proposing 
Federal agency. (The terms 
“accommodate or explain” and “state 
process recommendation” are explained 
later.) As indicated, there is to be only 
one signle point of contact in each state. 
Other functions of single point of 
contact include: submitting for Federal 
agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a Federal 
agency’s nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden that role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to it by commenting 
officials and entities regarding proposed 
actions unless there is a state process 
recommendation. When there is not, 
commenting officials and entities can 
submit their views directly to the 
Federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to do so, no other entity or official can 
. transmit recommendations and be 
assured an accommodate or explain 
response by the Federal agency. 
Comments or views may be transmitted 
by these other entities or officials, but 
need only be considered by the federal 
agency in accordance with Section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act and other relevant statutory 
provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 


explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
Agency is generally required to wait 15 
days after sending an explanation of the 
nonaccommodation to the single point of 
contact before taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process, and is transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to such a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section by Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Agency altered the 
section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this chart (§§ 1204.1505, 1204.1506(a), 
1204.1507(b), and 1204.1508(c)) are new. 


Section 1204.1501 ' Purpose. 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. The text of section 401 
is printed in the Department of 
Agriculture's Final Rule published 
elsewhere in this issue (see 
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Supplementary Information section of 
USDA's document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibility 
under that statute. In response, 
paragraph (a) of this section (as well as 
the authority citation for the entire 
regulation) now cities not only the 
Executive Order but also section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 
(ICA). Other provisions in these 
regulations carry out the responsibilitie$ 
under these statutory provisions. 

Section 401 requires Federal actions to 
be as consistent as possible with 
planning activities and decisions at 
state, regional, and local levels. The 
Agency will carry out its responsibilities 
under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the provision in paragraph (c) of this 
section that these regulations are not 
intended to create any right of judicial 
review. However, the rule retains the 
provision. The purpose of the Executive 
Order and these regulations is to foster 
improved cooperation between the 
Agency and other Federal agencies on 
one hand, and state and local elected 
officials on the other. The Order and 
these regulations presuppose, and rely 
on, the good faith of federal, state and 
local officials in communicating with 
one another and seeking to understand 
one another’s concerns. To regard these 
regulations as rigid procedures intended 
to provide new opportunities for 
litigation would be wholly contrary to 
their purpose. Agencies have statutory 
responsibilities under section 401 of 
ICA, and agency actions may be 
judicially reviewable under that statute. 
By retaining paragraph (c) in the 
regulation, the Agency is stating only 
that these regulations are not grounds 
for judicial review of agency action 
beyond those afforded by the underlying 
statute. 


Section 1204.1502 Definitions. 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined, 
specifically: Environmental Impact 
Statement; Unusual Circumstances; 
Direct Federal Development; Emergency; 
Accommodate; State Process 
Recommendation. 

“Environmental Impact Statement” 
and “Unusual Circumstances” are not 
used in the regulation. 
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“Direct Federal Development” is not 
defined, since the Notice describing 
program inclusions to be issued 
pursuant to this rulemaking will provide 
adequate operational information upon 
which state and local elected officials 
can act. 

“Emergency” is used only in its usual 
and customary sense and requires no 
further definition or delimitation. 

“Accommodate” is adequately 
covered in the Introduction to the Rules, 
above, and in section 1204.1510. 

“State process recommendation” also 
is explained adequately in the 
discussion of “Accommodate of 
Explain” in the Introduction to the 
Rules, above, and in subsequent 
sections of this preamble. 


Section 1204.1503 Programs and 
Activities Subject to These Regulations. 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A number of commenters viewed it as 
being contrary to the intent of the Order 
for the Federal Government to exclude 
any programs or activities from 
coverage under the Order and these 
regulations, seeing the elected officials 
participating through the state process 
as the only proper parties to decide 
what should be excluded from review 
under the state process. Other 
commenters objected to the various 
criteria used by the federal agencies in 
developing their lists of programs and 
activities that were being proposed for 
exclusion. Comments addressed 
specifically to NASA did not object to 
this Agency's approach. 

The Order is limited, with respect to 
NASA, to direct federal development 
programs and activities. As a performer 
of and contractor for research and 
development, most NASA programs 
which affect state and local 
governments will involve those 
governments early in the planning 
process and will keep them involved 
through program implementation, as 
required by the National Aeronautics 
and Space Act, as amended. These 
regulations apply to those few 
additional activities—usually in 
facilities and installation planning, 
construction and operation—in which 
potentially affected government officials 
may not be involved “from the start.” 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Agency believes these 
should continue to be excluded from the 
listing of program and activities which 
are eligible for selection for a state 
process. However, in response to 
comments, the Agency has reviewed the 
criteria proposed in January. These 


criteria and particular exclusions are 
discussed in more detail in that section 
near the end of this preamble which 
covers scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the Agency 
is publishing a notice listing these 
“included” programs and activities. This 
information is being published in a 
separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule to allow future changes to be 
made more conveniently. The Agency 
will seek public comment on proposed 
future program or activity exclusions if 
and as they occur. 


Section 1204.1504 [Reserved] 


This has been deleted as duplicating 
material in Section 1204.1506 through 
1204.1510. 


Section 1204.1505 Federal Interagency 
Coordination. 


Some commenters, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Agency and other 
federal agencies to do more to ensure 
that federal agencies communicate not 
only with state and local elected 
officials but also with each other. Some 
programs and projects require 
information or approvals from two or 
more federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. For 
policy management purposes, in this 
Agency, the two are organizationally 
interwoven. The Agency’s basic 
authorization, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Act, as amended, requires 
such coordination in all NASA 
activities. Nevertheless, the Agency is 
adding a new section, the language of 
which is derived from subsection 401(d) 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act. It provides that the Administrator, 
to the extent practicable, wiil consult 
with and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected Federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure adequate coordination between 
such agencies and this Agency regarding 
programs and activities covered under 
these regulations. 


Section 1204.1506 Procedures for 
Selecting Programs and Activities under 
these Regulations. 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any type of activity 
described in the Federal Register notice 
prescribed by section 1204.1503 is 
eligible for selection for a state process. 
The paragraph also declares, more 
explicitly than the NPRM, that states are 
required to consult with local elected 
officials before selecting programs and 
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activities for coverage. This addition 
responds to comments that asked that 
the state’s obligation in this regard, as 
well as in the establishment of a state 
process, be spelled out in the rule. OMB 
previously wrote the Governors asking 
each to provide such an assurance when 
the state submits its initial list of 
selected programs and activities. 


Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
contemplates that official processes 
under the Order are established by state 
and local elected officials in cooperation 
and consultation with one another. 
Further administrative requirements 
would be burdensome. The Order is not 
so rigid as to require a sign-off by an 
official of each local jurisdiction in a 
state before its process is valid. 

There were no comments objecting to 
the substance of paragraphs (b), (c), and 
(d) of this section in the NPRM. 
Language added to paragraph (c) of the 
final rule specifies that the state must 
submit to the Administrator with each 
change in its program selections an 
assurance that local elected officials 
were consulted about the change. This 
language emphasizes the continuing 
obligation of states to involve local 
elected officials in this selection of 
programs for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Agency to 
establish deadlines for states to inform 
the Administrator of changes in program 
selections. A primary reason for this 
provision is to assure prompt decision 
making on projects at times when the 
Agency is under other legal deadlines, 
such as the end of the fiscal year. In 
addition, editorial changes have been 
made for clarity. 


Section 1204.1507 Communicating with 
State and Local Officials Concerning 
the Agency's Programs and Activities. 


Paragraph (a) incorporates material 
from §§ 1204.1503(b) and 1204.1506(b) of 
the NPRM, except that the final 
regulation specifies that the 
Administrator's obligation to 
communicate with state and local 
elected officials applies to programs and 
activities subject to the Order that are 
covered by a state process. This change 
is intended to emphasize that it is with 
the state process, not just a Governor's 
office or other state government entity, 
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that the Administrator will 
communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. The 
National Aeronautics and Space Act, as 
amended, establishes certain 
coordination requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process under these regulations. 
This was explained earlier in this 
preamble in relation to Section 3 of the 
Rule. The Agency may take initiative at 
any time to contact any interested 
person or entity about any of the 
Agency’s programs or activities, and 
need not rely on the state process or the 
single point of contact to bring about 
this communication or consultation. 

When the Agency notifies the state in 
accordance with its process, with 
respect to a proposed action concerning 
a program or activity that has been 
selected for the state process, 
notification of areawide, regional, and 
local entities for purposes of section 401 
is the responsibility of the state process. 
The single point of contact would be the 
information channel for this purpose. 
The Agency need not notify areawide, 
regional, and local entities separately in 
this situation, but may do so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Agency 
communicates with local elected 
officials in stituations where a state 
does not have a state process or where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity. The 
Agency will carry out its responsibilities 
in these situations by providing notice to 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials or entities that would be 
directly affected by the proposed direct 
Federal development. This notice may 
be either through publication (e.g., a 
notice in a publication widely available 
in the area potentially affected by the 
proposed action) or direct (e.g., a letter 
to the mayor of an-affected city. The 
notice will alert the directly affected 
entities concerning the proposed action 
and identifying who in the Agency 
should be contacted for more 
information. 


Section 1204.1508 Time Limitations for 
Receiving Comments on Proposed 
Direct Federal Development. 


The NPRM proposed that, except in 
unusual circumstances, the 
Administrator would give states at least 
30 days to comment on any proposed 
direct federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state might need to be 


resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
ranging up to 60 days. 

In response to these comments, the 
Agency has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
(including interstate matters). 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 1204.1506(a) of the 
NPRM. The provisions of this section 
apply to cases in which review, 
coordination, and communication with 


the Agency have been delegated by the _ 


state. This paragraph is intended to 
make clear that when this responsibility 
is delegated, these procedures apply just 
as if the matter were handled at the 
state level. 

The Administrator will establish, by 
notice to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 60 day comment period will 
begin. Because paragraphs (a) and (b) 
now provide that the Administrator will 
establish this starting date, the language 
of the NPRM permitting the 
Administrator to establish deadlines for 
submission of various materials is no 
longer necessary and has been deleted. 
When establishing deadlines, the 
Administrator will ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application 
or project proposal. 


Section 1204.1509 Receiving and 
Responding to Comments. 


This replaces § 1204.1506(e) of the 
NPRM, concerning the receipt of and 
response to comments. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received through other Agencies 
discussed this “single point of contact” 
concept, with a majority of those 
comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some wanted 
to permit multiple points of contact 
within a state instead of only one. The 
reasons expressed for this opposition or 
concern fell into two major categories. 
First, some commenters felt that a single 
point of contact would be an 
unnecessary extra layer of bureaucracy 
imposed on their state process. Second, 
some commenters felt that the single 
point of contact could, in effect, veto 
recommendations made by local or 
regional entities or reduce the comments 
of such entities to second-class status. 
In both reasonings, the view was that a 
single point of contact would inhibit, 
rather than facilitate, transmission to 
Federal agencies of the concerns of local 
elected officials and regional and 
areawide entities. 
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Consistent with the amended 
Executive Order and the Agency's 
decision explicitly to implement through 
these regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, the 
Agency has made substantial changes to 
this paragraph. 

However, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. The 
various local jurisidictions and all state 
and local agencies within each state are 
the creations of that state. We do not 
believe that it is fair to them—or 
appropriate for us—to have this Agency 
in the position of serving as an arbiter 
among the differing views of these non- 
Federal activities. 

From our perspective, the primary role 
of the single point of contact is to act as 
a conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
is secondary to the Agency whether this 
single point of contact also has a 
substantive role in preparing comments, 
or whether the state provides some 
other means for coordinating its views 
internally. This is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Agency is most 
concerned that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the Agency. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the 
Administrator to follow the 
“accommodate or explain” procedures 
of § 1204.1510 if two conditions are met. 
First, the state must have designated a 
single point of contact, Second, the 
single point of contact must have 
transmitted a state process 
recommendation. If these conditions are 
not met, the Administrator will consider 
all comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The Agency's ability to 
“accommodate or explain” will be 
greatly aided when a single, unified 
state position is presented for response. 

The Agency will respond as provided 
in § 1204.1510 to a state process 
recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 


- representing unanimous agreement for 


the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Agency under these rules. 
Because the single point of contact is 
required under paragraph (b)(2) of this 
section to pass through comments that 
differ from the state process 
recommendation, all officials and 
entities within a state are that comments 
which differ from the state process 
recommendation on a particular activity 





will be seen and considered by the 
Agency. 

Paragraph (b)}{1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Agency before the 
review and comment period ends. These 
entities may also choose to send their 
comments directly to the Agency 
concurrent with their sending them to 
the state process to ensure that their 
comments are considered in a timely 
manner. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Agency all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as section 401 specifies, the 
Agency considers all views from state, 
areawide, regional, and local entities or 
officials. It should also reassure 
commenters that the views of concerned 
officials are not subject to any “pocket 
veto” by the single point of contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the agency 
provides for responding to comments in 
situations where there is no state 
process or for programs that are not 
selected for a state process. Paragraph 
(c) provides that in the absence of a 
state process, or if the single point of 
contact does not transmit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Agency. The Agency is obligated to 
consider these comments. Paragraph (d) 
makes a similar provision for situations 
where the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of the 
Agency. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Agency’s obligation to consider all the 
comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
where they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Agency. This obligation 
derives directly from section 401. 


Section 1204.1510 Efforts to 
Accommodate Intergovernmental 
Concerns 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if the operation of a state 
process results in a “state process 
recommendation” to the Agency through 
a single point of contact, the Agency will 
be obligated to accommodate or explain. 


On the other hand, it means that the 
Agency is not bound to “accommodate 
or explain” comments that (1) do not 
constitute or form the state process 
recommendation, or (2) are not provided 
through the single point of contact. The 
Agency will however, consider all 
comments. For a discussion of 
“accommodate or explain” see that 
topic under the Introduction to the 
Rules, above. 

In response to a substantial number of 
comments, paragraph (a)(3) of the final 
rule provides that ail explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be provided in 
writing. As under the proposed rule, the 
Agency will not implement a 
nonaccommodation decision within ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation. A few - 
commenters to other Agencies suggested 
that this waiting period should be 
longer. The Agency believes that ten 
days will be adequate time for the state 
process participants to formulate an 
appropriate political response if the 
issue is sufficiently important to them. 

A new paragraph (c) in the regulation 
clarifies when the ten-day waiting 
period begins to run. If the Agency has 
made a telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the agency 
sends a letter but does not make a 
telephone call, the ten-day period begins 
on the date the single point of contact is 
presumed to have received it. This 
presumptive date of receipt is five days 
from the date on which the letter is sent. 
In effect, the Agency will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the Agency 
sent the letter. 

Some commenters to other Agencies 
indicated what they sought most was 
federal agency responsiveness to their 
comments. These commenters felt the 
lack of responsiveness was a significant 
failing of the intergovernmental process 
under OMB Circular A-95. This was not 
raised as an issue directly with this 
Agency. In providing explanations of 
nonaccommodation, the Agency will 
continue its practice of making efforts to 
be as responsive as practicable 
consistent with the Agency’s 
responsibilities to accomplish national 
program objectives and to use its 
resources prudently and effectively. 


Section 1204.1511 Coordination in 
Interstate Situations. 


This Section is based on § 1204.1508 
of the NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
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section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases (see § 1204.1508 of the final rule). 

Other Agencies received comments on 
their handling of interstate situations. 
Most of these comments asked for 
greater federal guidance or involvement 
in interstate situations, especially when 
various affected states did not agree 
with one another. Some commenters 
also said that greater attention should 
be given to the role of interstate 
metropolitan areas and the designated 
areawide entities that represent them. 
NASA received no comments on these 
issues directly, and does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the Agency's 
interest to have affected states mutually 
agree on those Agency programs and 
projects having interstate effects. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Agency will work with officials of the 
states involved in any interstate 
situation in an attempt to secure this 
agreement. 

Designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas already 
have an important role to play. 
Consequently, paragraph (a)(3) now 
specifically mentions designated 
areawide entities among those which 
the Agency will make efforts to notify in 
interstate situations, relying on OMB to 
provide, periodically, a current list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Agency if it is sent through a state 
single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 


Section 1204.1512 {Reserved] 
Section 1204:1513 Waiver. 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters to other 
agencies objected to such waiver 
provisions. However, the waiver 
provision will be used only in those rare 
instances where an emergency situation 
makes it advisable for the Agency to 
take prompt action before the 
procedures in these regulations can be 
fully implemented. If and when the 
Agency uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Agency will attempt, to 
the extent feasible and meaningful, to 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


inform the state process and other 
affected officials, and to involve the 
state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the Agency will keep a record 
of ag situation in which the waiver is 
used, 


Other Comments 


The Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) will have a general oversight role 
with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised us, however, that a detailed 
operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. The officials of this 
Agency are responsible to the 
Administrator who in turn is responsible 
to the President for carrying out 
important Administration policy in 
consonance with the laws governing this 
Agency's operations. 

A number of commenters reminded 
other agencies that existing statutory 
requirements that affect many federal 
agencies, with respect to environmental 
impact statements, historic preservation, 
civil rights, etc., should also be followed. 
This Agency will continue to follow all 
such crosscutting reguirements and 
other independent consultation 
requirements. To the extent feasible, the 
Agency will work with states to 
integrate handling of such crosscutting 
requirements with the official state 
process. However, regardless of the 
structure of a state’s process or whether 
there is a state process at all, the 
Agency will continue-to meet all legal 
requirements in these areas. 
Administrative procedures will change. 
Under the A-95 system, clearinghouses 
coordinated responses to this Agency 
relating to these matters. Under the 
Executive Order system, a state could, if 
it wished, designate the single point of 
contact or other entity to circulate 
documents and to bear the 
administrative responsibility for 
coordination and review. This Agency 
could also continue any arrangements or 
relationships with whatever entities will 
continue to exist in the state, in order to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Scope 

The consultation process established 
by these regulations is not the only, nor 
is it necessarily the most timely and 


significant, process for the coordination 
of proposed NASA activities with 


. 


potentially affected state and local 
governments. Coordination and 
consultation are required by authorities 
other than the Order and Section 401. 
These authorities include: 

(1) The National Aeronautics and 
Space Act of 1958, as amended 
(especially sections 203(b) (5), (6), and 
(8). ’ 
(2) The National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969. 

(3) Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1968 (16 
U.S.C. 470(f)). 

(4) Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 

(5) Executive Order 11988, Floodplain 
Management. 

(6) Executive Order 11990, Wetlands. 

(7) The Coastal Zone Management 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1451 et seq.). 

(8) The Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.). 
(9) The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

(16 U.S.C, 1274 et seq.). 

Few instances can be expected when 
the research and development programs 
of this Agency will directly affect a 
State or locality without that State or 
locality being a full partner in this 
activity, including its advanced 
planning. When the activity is joint or 
coopefative between this Agency and a 
state or local entity, direct coordination 
under the Space Act will go far beyond 
the provisions of these regulations in 
assuring mutual agreement. “Research 
and development” activities, including 
technology transfer, can be expected to 
fit this pattern. So would the 
cooperative development and/or 
operation of utility or municipal 
facilities to serve both a NASA 
installation and adjacent state or local 
jurisdictions (for instance, the refuse- 
fired congeneration plant serving 
NASA's Langley Research Center and 
the City of Hampton, Virginia). 

Construction, maintenance, operation 
and management of the Agency's 
facilities and institutions make up the 
programs which are most likely to 
include activities which will have effects 
calling for consultation under the Order 
and these regulations. The most likely 
effects to occur in these programs are 
new or expanded buildings or utility 
systems or revised site or operating 
plans at NASA Field Centers which 
change the way in which the Centers 
interconnect with or place demands on 
the supporting public infrastructure 
around them. Examples might include 
relocating a Center's roadway entrance, 
adding building space to accommodate a 
significant new work force, or increasing 
water use or sewage output of the 
Center. These activities cannot be 
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identified meaningfully by program title, 
since the programs under which they are 
funded (1) include far more activities 
which are not subject to coordination 
under the Order, (2) are reauthorized 
each year and subject to retitling in the 
process, and (3) warrant coordination on 
a technically-based work schedule 
rather than on one which is 
administratively keyed (for example, 
when the Preliminary Engineering 
Report is available). This schedule may 
be well in advance of the decision as to 
how the activity will be packaged 
programmatically, and therefore in 
advance of the date on which 
consultation would be identified as a 
requirement if the Agency were to 
follow the Order literally rather than in 
intent. Programs and activities of this 
type have been coordinated in this way 
through the circular A-95 process in the 
past, and the only comment received by 
the Agency relative to the way this 
Agency has used that process was 
strongly favorable. Several commenters 
objected to the seeming degree of 
discretion being reserved by the Agency 
in selecting activities for consultation, 
based on Appendix 1 to the NPRM. Most 
of these commenters were from areas 
geographically remote from our Field 
Center activities, and had no practical 
experience with the extent to which the 
Agency's discretion is sharply limited by 
the high visibility of Field Center 
activities in their “host” communities. 
The activities define themselves as 
being covered for all practical purposes. 

Accordingly, the Agency is not in a 
position to publish a “list of programs 
and activities” open to consultation 
under the Order. It will restate 
Appendix 1 of the NPRM, in a Federal 
Register Notice, in a positive assertion 
of our intent to hold open to such 
consultation any Agency proposed 
activity that would have the effects 
which would bring it within the Order. 
The Agency will use the State single 
point of contact for consultation in any 
State which notifies OMB or NASA that 
it wishes the Agency to do so “for all 
such proposed activities in that state.” 

Furthermore, to the extent that a State 
can assure the Agency that the use of its 
State process will satisfy the legal 
coordination requirements of any or all 
of the several environmental, 
conservation and preservation 
authorities, the Agency is willing to use 
that State process for coordination of 
the appropriate activities. 

Independent of the procedures 
established by these regulations, any 
State or local official may obtain 
information on NASA s and 
activities as they relate to State and 
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local governments, may register an 
expression of interest or concern 
relative to these activities, by writing 
Paul R. Brockman, Chief, 
Intergovernmental Affairs Office, 
Technology Utilization and Industry 
Affairs Division, National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration, Washington, 
D.C. 20546, Executive Order 12291, 
Paperwork Reduction Act, and 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. 

The Agency has determined that this 
in not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12292. It is unlikely that its 
economic impact will be a 
Consequently, the a. 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
that this rule will not have a substaniial 
economic impact on a significant 
number of small entities. The rule is not 
subject to section 3504{h) of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, since it does 
not require the collection or retention of 
information. 

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 1284 


Intergovernmental relations, Airports, 
Authority delegations (Government 
agencies), Federal buildings and 
facilities, Government contracts, 
Government employees, and 
Government procurement. 


Final Rule 


1. For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the Nationa! Aeronautics and 
Space Administration revises 14 CFR 
Part 1204, Subpart 1204.15 to read as 
follows: 


Subpart 1204.15—Intergovernmenta! 
Review of National Aeronautics and 

Space Administration Programs and 
Activities 


Sec. 

1204.1501 Purpose. 

1204.1502 Definitions. 

1204.1503 Programs and activities subject to 
these regulations. 

1204.1504 [Reserved] 

1204.1505 Federal interagency coordination. 

1204.1506 Procedures for selecting programs 
and activities under these regulations. 

1204.1507 Communicating with state and 
local officials concerning the Agency's 
programs and activities. 

1204.1508 Time limits for receiving 
comments on proposed direct federal 
development. 


1204.1509 Receiving and responding to 
comments. 


1204.1510 Efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns. 

1204.1511 Coordination in interstate 
situations. 

1204.1512 [Reserved] 

1204.1513 Waivers of provisions of these 


regulations. 


Authority —Executive Order 12372, July 14, 


1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1963 
(48 FR 15887); Sec. 401 of the 


Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506). 


§ 1204.1501 Purpose. 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982, and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968, as amended. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
direct Federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 


Agency. and are not intended to create 
any right or benefit enforceable at law 


= @ party against the agency or its 


“Agency” means the U.S. National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983, and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Administrator” means the 
Administrator of the U.S. National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
or an official or employee of the Agency 
acting for the Administrator under a 
delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 1204.1503 Programs and activities 
subject to these regulations. 

The Administrator publishes in the 
Federal Register a description of the 
Agency’s programs and activities that 
are subject to these regulations. 


§ 1204.1504 [Reserved] 
§ 1204.1505 Federal interagency 
coordination. 


The Administrator to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Agency regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 
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§ 1204.1506 Procedures for selecting 
programs and activities under these 
regulations. 


(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 1204.1503 
of this part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities 
shall consult with local elected officials 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Administrator of the 
Agency's programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the 
Administrator of changes in its 
selections at any time. For each change, 
the state shall submit to the 
Administrator an assurance that the 
state has consulted with local elected 
officials regarding the change. The 
Agency may establish deadlines by 
which states are required to inform the 
Administrator of changes in their 
program selections. 

(d) The Administrator uses a state's 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Administrator is notified of its 
selections. 


§ 1204.1507 Communicating with State 
and local officials concerning the agency’s 
programs and activities. 

(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under 
§ 1204.1506 the Administrator, to the 
extent permitted by law: 

(1) Uses the official state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the official 
state process, as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions. 

(b) The Administrator provides notice 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed direct Federal development if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The development involves a 
program or activity not selected for the 
state process. 

This notice may be made by 
publication in a periodical of general 
circulation in the area likely to be 
affected or other appropriate means, 
which the Agency in its discretion 
deems appropriate. 


§ 1204.1508 Time limitations for receiving 
comments on direct Federal development. 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Administrator gives state processes 
or state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities at least 60 days 
from the date established by the 
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Administrator to comment on proposed 
direct Federal development. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Agency has been delegated. 


§ 1204.1509 Receiving and responding to 
comments. 


(a) The Administrator follows the 
procedures in § 1204.1510 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies; and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 1204.1506. 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officals and 
entities may submit comments to the 
Agency. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Agency. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Agency by the single 
point of contact, the Administrator 
follows the procedures of § 1204.1510 of 
this part. 


(e) The Administrator considers 
comments which do not constitute a 
state process recommendation 
submitted under these regulations and 
for which the Administrator is not 
required to apply the procedures of 
§ 1204.1510 of this part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, or directly to the Agency by a 
commenting party. 


§ 1204.1510 Efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns. 

(a) If a state provides a state process 
recommendation to the Agency through 
its single point of contact, the 
Administrator either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutally agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of its 
decision, in such form as the 
Administrator in his or her discretion 
deems appropriate. The Administrator 
may also supplement the written 
explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Administrator informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Agency will not implement its 
decision for a least ten days after the 
single point of contact receives the 
explanation; or 

(2) The Administrator has reviewed 
the decision and determined that, 
because of unusual! circumstances, the 
waiting period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
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notification five days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 1204.1511 Coordination in interstate 
situations. 


(a) The Administrator is responsible 
for— 

(1) Identifying proposed direct Federal 
development that has an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the Agency's 
program or activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Agency's program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 1204.1510 
of this part if the Administrator receives 
a recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Agency have 
been delegated. 

(b) The Administrator uses the 
procedures in § 1204.1510 if a state 
process provides a state process 
recommendation to the Agency through 
a single point of contact. 


§ 1204.1512 [Reserved] 


§ 1204.1513 Waivers of provisions of 
these regulations. 

In an emergency, the Administrator 
may waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

James M. Beggs, 
Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 83-16651 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7510-01-M 
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NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE 
ARTS 


45 CFR Part 1152 


intergovernmental Review of National 
Endowment for the Arts Programs and 
Activities 


AGENCY: National Endowment for the 
Arts. 
ACTION: Final ruie. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance programs 
and activities of the National 
Endowment for the Arts. Executive 
Order 12372 and these regulations are 
intended to replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under the Office of 
Management and Budget (OBM) Circular 
A-95. They also implement section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act. 

DATES: Effective date: September 30, 
1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jeffrey Mandell, General Counsel (202) 
682-5418. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983, (48 FR 3248), the 
National Endowment for the Arts along 
with 25 other federal agencies, 
published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) to carry out 
Executive Order 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. Subsequently, two 
more agencies published NPRMs 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
The Endowment in conjunction with the 
27 other federal Agencies, and OMB 
published a notice in the Federal 
Register on April 21, 1983, (48 FR 17101) 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to the 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies which were 
incorporated in the Endowment's 
rulemaking docket, the Endowment 
received approximately 160 comments 
on government-wide issues during the 
initial comment period. In addition, the 
Endowment received seven comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of the Endowment'’s programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 
issues pertaining only to the 
Endowment. 

In preparing this final rule, the 
Endowment considered these comments 


as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Endowment has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Endowment is fully 
committed to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 
with state and local elected officials and 
to accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983). 
The Endowment's existing requirements 
and procedures under OMB Circular A- 
95 will continue in effect until 
September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federai financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—Allows states, after consultation with 

local officials, to establish their own 

process for review and comment 6n 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—lIncreases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views; or explain why 
not; 

—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and, 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the State process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 


response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A state must 
tell the federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state in not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 
—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 
—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 

federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and, 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 





After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
Preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency's nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 


may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperative Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to such a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Endowment has 
altered the section and paragraph 
numbers of various portions of the rule. 
So that these changes will be easier to 
follow, we are providing a table showing 
where each portion of the proposed rule 
is covered in the final rule. 


4 Proposed rule (section) 


ved 1152.1. 
sa] 1152.2. 
. 1152:3, 
1152.3(b) (reserved)..... 
(GGA nin isinitleds 
1152.5(a).. 

1152.5(b).. 

1152.5(c).. 

1152.6(a) 


«| 1152.7(a) (reserved). 
| 1152.4, 


«1 1152.8(6). 


1152.6(b) 
1152.6(c) 


1152.6(d) 
1152.6(9) (reserved)... 


| 1152.10(b), (c). 
| 1152.11. 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§§ 1152.5, 1152.6(a) and 
1152.7(b)) are new. 


Section 1152.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. 

The text of section 401 is printed in 
the Department of Agriculture final rule 
published elsewhere in this issue (see 
supplementary information section of 
USDA's document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, 
paragraph (a) of this section (as well as 
the authority citation for the entire 
regulation) now cites not only the 
Executive Order but also section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 
Other provisions in these regulations 
carry out the Endowment’s 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Endowment, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the Endowment and other federal 
agencies on one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations presuppose, 
and rely on, the good faith of federal, 
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state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another's 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutory responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the regulation, 
the Endowment is stating only that these 
regulations are not grounds for judicial 
review of agency action beyond those 
afforded by the underlying statutes. 


Section 1152.2 What definitions apply 
to these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Endowment does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act and 
discussed in numerous court decisions. 
This term is not used in the regulation. 
In any event, the Endowment would not 
use the term in any but its commonly 
understood sense. 

The Endowment chose not to include 
a definition of “state plans,” “direct 
federal development,” or “federal 
financial assistance.” Experience in 
other regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the list of state plans and 
programs inclusions accompanying this 
rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

The Endowment also decided not to 
try defining “emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the danger of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain regirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, the 


Endowment expects to use such 
provisions sparingly, and only when 
absolutely necessary. Thus, it would be 
counterproductive to attempt through a 
definition to limit this flexibility by 
anticipating all possible circumstances 
when it might be needed. 

The Endowment also does not bélieve 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in 
§ 1152.10. In this section, the Chairman 
accepts the state process 
recommendations or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If the Endowment 
does not provide an accommodation in 
one of these two ways, it must provide 
an explanation. Since the Endowment 
believes the section describes 
sufficiently what is meant by 
accommodation, a further definition of 
the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Endowment considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term ‘state process recommendation.” 
The Endowment concluded that a 
definition of this term would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Endowment has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term’s function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble, 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 1152.3 What programs and 
activities of the Endowment are subject 
to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of NPRM. A 
substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-federal funds for one 
directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 
clearly outside the scope of the Order 
(e.g., Coast Guard search and rescue 
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activities, procurement of military 
weapon systems). It is appropriate for 
federal agencies to decide which of their 
activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Department's budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB's 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). The 
sheer volume of transactions 
representing direct payments to 
individuals and the need for timely 
disbursements precludes any reasonable 
attempt at review and comment. Many 
research and development grants are 
competed on a national basis and are 
awarded for studies unrelated to the 
responsibilities or interests of state and 
local government. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Endowment believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of programs and 
activities which are eligible for selection 
for a state process. However, in 
response to comments, the Endowment 
has reviewed the criteria for exclusion 
as well as the particular exclusions it 
proposed in January. These criteria and 
particular exclusions are discussed in 
more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the 
Endowment is publishing a notice listing 
these “included” programs and 
activities. This information is being 
published in a separate notice rather 
than as part of this rule to allow future 
changes to be made more conveniently. 
The Endowment will seek public 
comment on proposed future program or 
activity exclusions as these occur. 


Section 1152.4 What are the 
Chairman's general responsibilities 
under the order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive-Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 
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Section 1152.5 What is the Chairman's 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency consultation? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Endownment and 
other Federal agencies to do more in 
ensuring that federal agencies 
communicate not only with state and 
local elected officials but also with each 
other. The Endowment believes that this 
point is well taken. Many programs and 
projects require information or 
approvals from a number of federal 
agencies, and federal interagency 
communication is as important in many 
cases, as intergovernmental 
communication. Consequently, the 
Endowment is adding a new section, the 
language of which is derived from 
subsection 401(d) of the Intergovernment 
Cooperation Act. The section provides 
that the Chairman to the extent 
practicable, will consult with and seek 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Endowment regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


Section 1152.6 What procedures apply 
to the selection of programs and 
activities under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 1152.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 


before selecting programs and activities 


for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
program and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g. a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB's 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Endowment 


believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a state process. In particular, the 
Endowment does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
of each local jurisdiction in a state 
before a process may be valid. 
Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraph (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 1152.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Chairman with each change in its 
program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Endowment 
to establish deadlines for states to 
inform the Chairman of changes in 
program selections. The primary reason 
for this provision is to expedite 
processing of assistance applications 
and to reach decisions on projects at 
times of heavy workload, such as the ~ 
end of the fiscal year. For example, 
deadlines could be set to avoid having 
to make on short notice midstream 
changes in coordination procedures. In 
addition, the Endowment has made 
some editorial changes for better clarity. 
A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) 
§ 1152.7, discussed below. 


Section 1152.7 How does the Chairman 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Endowment's 
programs and activities? 


The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Endowment must 
pursue such notification and 
consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the program or 
activity is selected for a state process. 
The Endowment may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
the Endowment'’s programs or activities. 
Further, the Endowment need not rely 
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on the state process or the single point 
of contact to bring about this 
communication or consultation. 

When the Endowment notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of section 401 is the responsibility of the 
state process. The single point of contact 
could be the information channel for this 
purpose. The Endowment need not 
notify areawide, regional, and local 
entities separately in this situation, but 
may do so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to the concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Endowment 
communicates with local elected officals 
in situations where a state does not 
have a state process or where the state 
process does not choose to cover a 
particular program or activity. 

The Endowment will carry out its 
responsibilities in these situations by 
providing notice to state, aréawide, 
regional or local officials or entities that 
would be directly affected by proposed 
Federal financial assistance. This notice 
may be either through publication (e.g., 
a notice in the Federal Register or in a 
publication widely available in the area 
potentially affected by the proposed 
Federal action) or directly (e.g., a letter 
to the mayor of an affected city). The 
notice will alert the directly affected 
entities concerning the proposed action 
and identify who in the Endowment 
should be contacted for more 
information. 


Section 1152.8 How does the Chairman 
provide states with an opportunity to 
comment on proposed Federal financial 
assistance? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 1152.6(b) of the 
NPRM (redesignated § 1152.8(a) in the 
final rule) than any other provision in 
the proposed regulation. The NPRM 
proposed that, except in unusual 
circumstances, the Chairman would give 
states at least 30 days to comment on 
any proposed federal financial 
assistance. Almost all commenters 
discussing this point felt 30 days was 
too brief a period to develop comments, 
particularly when disagreements among 
various interested parties within the 
state need to be resolved. Commenters 
requested a number of longer comment 
periods, including 35, 45, 50, and 60 
days. Some commenters suggested that 
an additional period—normally between 
15 and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 





In response to these comments, the 
Endowment has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
(including interstate matters). 

The Chairman will establish, by 
notice to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. Where a program or 
activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Endowment will provide 
notice, including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local entities regarding the 
proposed federal action. Because 
paragraph’s (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Chairman will establish this starting 
date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Chairman to establish 
deadlines for submission of various 
materials is no longer necessary and has 
been deleted. When establishing 
deadlines, the Chairman will ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 1152.6(a) of the NPRM. 
The provisions of this section apply to 
cases in which review, coordination, 
and communication with the 
Endowment have been delegated. This 
paragraph is intended to make clear that 
when the responsibility is delegated 
these procedures apply just as if the 
matter were handled at the state level. 

Paragraph (d) of § 1152.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 1152.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Chairman 
receives and responds to comments. 


Section 1152.9 How does the Chairman 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 1152.6(d) 
of the NPRM and elaborates in greater 
detail the Chairman's obligations 
concerning the receipt of and response 
to comments. Section 1152.6(d) had 
provided that the Chairman would 
respond as provided in the Order to-all 
comments from a state that are provided 
through a state office or official that acts 
as a single point of contact under the 
Order between the state and all federal 
agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only.cne. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that single point of 


contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional areawide entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Endowment’s decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, the 
Endowment has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, then a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed Federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Endowment 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Endowment is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Endowment. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Chairman 
to follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 1152.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted state process 
recommendation. If these conditions are 
not met, the Chairman will still consider 
all comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
does not apply. 
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The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration’s 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the ‘accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the 
Endowment will always fully consider 
all comments it receives under these 
regulations. 

The Endowment’s practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Endowment’s “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30 day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the Endowment will 
respond as provided in § 1152.10 to state 
process recommendation which does not 
represent censensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the state 
process recommendations on a 
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particular program or project will be 
seen and considered by the Endowment. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Endowment before 
the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their comments directly to the 
Endowment concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process to 
ensure that their comments are being 
considered in a timely manner. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Endowment all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differs from the state 
process recommendation. This 
requirement will ensure that, as section 
401 specify, the Endowment considers 
all views from state, areawide, regional, 
and local entities or officials. It should 
also reassure commenters that the views 
of the concerned officials are not subject 
to any “pocket veto” by the single point 
of contact. 

In paragraph (c) and (d), the 
Endowment makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for state 
process. Paragraph (c) provides that, in 
the absence of a state process, or if the 
single point of contact does not transmit 
a state process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Endowment. The Endowment is 
obligated to consider these comments. 
Paragraph (d) makes a similar provision 
for situations where the state process 
does not cover a particular program or 
activity of the Endowment. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Endowment’s obligation to consider all 
the comments. it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to. the Endowment. This 
obligation derives directly from section 
401. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that the Endowment and other federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
should tell applicants about the 
requirements of each:state process, that 


comments from the state process should 
be sent to the applicant before the 
application is forwarded and that the 
applicant should attach these to the 
application, that the state process 
should be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies should not 
act on an application before receiving 
comments from: the state process, that 
federal agencies should require 
applicants to submit materials requested 
by the state process, and the federal 
agencies should have applicants 
themselves contact interested local 
parties. 

Although, the Endowment recognizes 
a responsibility to work with its 
applicants so this new 
intergovernmental consultation system 
functions smoothly, the Endowment 
does not believe it is appropriate to 
impose specific regulatory requirements 
regarding administrative details of this 
kind. The Endowment believes that each 
state process should establish the 
“paper flow” mechanism best suited to 
its situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, the Endowment will expect 
the applicants to forward those 
comments with its application to the 
Endowment. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the state process recommendation to the 
Endowment through the single point of 
contact. The point here is that state 
processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the federal Government with each 
application, and thus alleviate concerns 
that the application and: comments 
might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Endowment. 


Section 1152.10 How does. the 
Chairman make efforts. to.accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Endowment through a single point of 
contact, the Endowment becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Endowment need 
not accommodate or explain comments 
that: (1) Do not constitute or form the 
state process recommendations, or (2) 
are not provided through a single point 
of contact. The Endowment will fully 
consider all such comments, but there 
will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to. a 
substantial number of comments, 
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paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the Endowment 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 
whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurs, the Endowment 
will always send a written explantion of 
the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Endowment will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Endowment believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Endowment believes that ten days will 
be adequate time for the state process to 
formulate:an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Endowment has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Endowment has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the 
Endowment sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Secruity 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Endowment will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the 
Endowment sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Endowment will make an effort to be as 
responsive: as practicable consistent 
with the Endowment's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
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expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 1152.11 What are the 
Chairman’s obligation in interstate 
situations? 


The section is based on § 1152.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases. 

The Endowment received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
situations. Most of these comments 
asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
did not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
interstate metropolitan areas and the 
designated areawide entities that 
represent them. 

The Endowment does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any procedural 
mechanism for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Endowment’s interest to have affected 
states mutually agree on the 
Endowment's programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
Endowment will work with officials of 
states involved in an interstate situation 
in an attempt to secure this agreement. 
This should not be a regulatory 
requirement, however. 

The Endowment believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas do have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Endowment will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Endowment with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Endowment if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments is delegated a 
specific review role and makes a 


recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Endowment, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Endowment through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia or 
the District of Columbia, the Endowment 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
If a state process recommendation 
differing from Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state’s single point of contact, 
the Endowment would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 


Section 1152.12 How may a state 
simplify, consolidate or substitute 
Federally required state plans? 


This section is unchanged from the 
NPRM. The Endowment did receive a 
number of comments on this section, 
however. Several agreed that states 
should be able to simplify state plans, 
but objected to allowing states to 
consolidate their plans. The reasons for 
these objections differed; most appeared 
to be from those who feared that 
consolidation of state plans would cause 
the interests of particular groups or 
particular programs to be ignored. As 
this section merely implements the 
requirement of the Order, that federal 
agencies allow the consolidation of state 
plans, the Endowment had little 
discretion in developing this provision. 
In addition, the Endowment has the 
obligation to ensure that any simplified 
or consolidated state plan continues to 
meet all federal requirements. For 
example, a consolidated plan that failed 
to meet statutory or regulatory 
requirements for a particular program 
would not be accepted. 

One commenter recommended that an 
appeals process be established to deal 
with situations in which federal 
agencies disapprove modified state 
plans. The Endowment believes that 
such a process is not necessary, because 
if a federal agency disapproves a 
modified plan for failure to meet federal 
requirements, the state can appeal the 
decision through normal agency 
mechanisms. In any event, during the 
review process before disapproval, the 
Endowment will work with states to 
resolve problems that could impede 
approval. 

A few commenters recommended 
there be a Federal “single point of 
contact” for state plan or other 
purposes. The Endowment believes this 
idea would not work, because of 
differing agency responsibilities under 
the wide variety of programs statutes 
that various Federal agencies carry out. 
In addition, federal agencies need to 
retain existing delegations of state plan 
approval authority. However, the 
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Endowment and other federal agencies 
will each designate a focal point with 
whom states can deal on state plan 
matters. In addition, the federal agencies 
having state plans intended to establish 
an informal interagency steering group, 
which will meet quarterly to discuss 
state plan matters. Through this steering 
group, as well as by interagency 
contacts in specific situations, federal 
agencies will coordinate with each other 
in cases when states consolidate plans 
across federal lines. This coordination 
should promote consistent 
determinations among and within 
agencies on state plans. 

Finally, one commenter suggested that 
the federal agencies develop a model 
state plan format that could be used by 
the states. While we are willing to 
provide suggestions in response to 
specific state questions (including 
providing formats that have been used 
successfully by other states), we believe 
states should be free to develop their 
own formats to reflect their own 
situations. Consequently, the 
Endowment will not develop model 
formats, since formats that are 
developed as models for the voluntary 
use of states could come to be regarded, 
either by federal agencies or by states, 
as required. 

A list of state plans that may be 
simplified, consolidated or substituted 
for, appears elsewhere in todays Federal 
Register and will be periodically 
updated. 


Section 1152.13 May the Chairman 
waive any provisions of these 
regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Endowment is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances in which an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If the 
Endowment uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Endowment will attempt, 
to the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the Endowment will keep 
records of all situations in which the 
emergency waiver was used. 
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Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there were several other 
comments made to the Endowment to 
which the Endowment would like to 
respond. Several commenters said that 
the Office of Management and Budget 
should have a stronger oversight role, 
thus ensuring that federal agencies carry 
out their obligations under the Order 
and these regulations. Behind these 
comments seems to be concern that 
federal agencies are not really 
interested in consulting with state and 
local governments and a view that, in 
the absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The Endowment wants to state 
unequivocally that it is fully committed 
to implementing all of the provisions of 
the Order and these regulations and will 
act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Endowment's obligations. 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
forcefully is an important part of the 
Administration’s Federalism policy, and 
the Administration’s policymaking 
officials intend the policy to be carried 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
Federal agencies. OMB is not intended 
to have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Endowment are responsible to 
the Chairman who in turn is responsible 
to the President for carrying out 
important Administration policy. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded the.Endowment and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Endowment will 
continue to follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the 


Endowment will work with states to 
integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state's 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Endowment will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. 


Scope 


The Endowment'’s proposed programs 
for exclusion were determined by: (1) 
Applying the criteria used by all 
agencies in identifying the scope of the 
Executive Order published in the 
Federal Register, Vol. 48, page 3125 
(specifically the “generic” exclusion 
providing for direct payments to 
individuals and the “class” exclusion 
providing for direct financial assistance 
between the federal government and 
non-governmental entities) and (2) 
comparing the programs proposed for 
exclusion under the Executive Order to 
the Endowment’s programs excluded 
from coverage within the A-95 review 
network. The Endowment reviewed its 
listing of proposed. programs for 
exclusion after the scope of the 
Executive Order was expanded by the 
amendment to the Executive Order and 
after it considered all comments 
regarding the Endowment's proposed 
exclusions from the final rule. 

All commenters who specifically 
addressed the Endowment’s programs 
agreed either wholly or partially with 
the Endowment'’s proposed programs for 
exclusion. Some commenters requested 
that the Endowment modify its proposed 
exclusions and delete from the 
exclusions all research and 
demonstration activities and the 
Expansion Arts, Inter-Arts, and 
Challenge programs. The commenters 
stated that research and demonstration 
activities and projects funded through 
the Expansion Arts, Inter-Arts, and 
Challenge programs should be included 
in the review process proposed under 
the Executive Order because these 
projects: (1) May create unanticipated 
additional demand on local and state 
resources for matching and/or 
continuation purposes and/or (2) the 
federal funds previded may duplicate 
state provided funds and/or (3) the 
federal funding may per-exempt state 
funding plans. 

The Endowment's legislation provides 
generally that Endowment funds will not 
pay more than 50 percent of the project 
cost of the grants to generally non-profit 
organizations for research and 
demonstration activities as well as the 
activities funded through the Expansion 
Arts program and the other programs 
proposed for exclusion. The Challenge 
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program requires that Endowment funds 
will be matched by a minimun of 3 times 
the federal funds. The Endowment’s 
organizational grantees have 
consistently exceeded the matching 
provisions and in many instances the 
recipients of Challenge grants have used 
the mandated matching requirements as 
one of the themes of their fund-raising 
compaigns. 

The requirement for matching funds 
for the Endowment’s grants is viewed by 
the Endowment as essential to the 
financial health of its constituency and 
the matching requirements guarantee 
that the applicants must subject their 
funding and project plans for review to 
many funding sources before the 
matching funds are secured. 
Accordingly, the Endowment does not 
consider the matching provision of the 
grants as a justification for requiring 
another level of review as contemplated 
by the commenters by including these 
programs within the scope of the 
Executive Order. 

The application procedures in place 
for all of the programs on the list of 
programs proposed for exclusion require 
applicants to identify sources of 
matching funds. Additionally, many of 
the programs including Expansion Arts 
require as a pre-requisite to applying for 
Endowment grants that the applicants 
have credible track records and, 
generally, the Endowment does not 
provide start-up funds. Challenge 
applicants must submit long-term 
financial plans which are reviewed with 
the applicants and key members of the 
area to receive the benefits of the 
challenge grants. All applications are 
subjected to the Endowment'’s review 
procedures that rely heavily on review 
by representatives from both the public 
and private sector. The Endowment 
accordingly believes that these 
eligibility requirements and application 
review procedures minimize the risk 
that its grants may create unexpected 
additional demands-on state and/or 
local resources. 

Therefore, the Endowment believes 
that additional review, as requested by 
the commenters, of applications for 
funds for research and demonstration 
activities, expansion arts, inter-arts, and 
challenge projects will not improve the 
quality of the projects or enhance the 
impact of such projects on the 
communities served, but may tend to 
frustrate the applicants and to lengthen 
the time required from application 
preparation to the start of the project. 
Accordingly, the Endowment's proposed 
listing of exclusions remains unchanged 
from the attachment to the NPRM. 
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Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The Endowment has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Endowment and 
allow state and local governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. For this reason, the 
Endowment believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently, the Endowment certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
that this rule would not have significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This rule is not 
subject to section 3504(h) of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, since it does 
not require the collection or retention of 
information. 


List of Subjects in 45 CFR Part 1152 


Intergovernmental relations. 


Issued at Washington, D.C. June 17, 1983 
F. S. M. Hodsoll, 
Chairman. 


For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the National Endowment for 
the Arts amends Title 45, Code of 
Federal Regulations, by adding a new 
Part 1152, to read as follows: 


1. Part 1152 is revised to read as 
follows: 


PART 1152—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF NATIONAL ENDOWMENT 
FOR THE ARTS PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


Sec 

1152.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

1152.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

1152.3 What programs and activities of the 
Endowment are subject to these 
regulations? 

1152.4 What are the Chairman's general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

1152.5 What is the Chairman's obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

1152.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 

1152.7 How does the Chairman 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Endowment's 
programs and activities? 

1152.8 How does the Chairman provide 
states with opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance? 

1152.9 How does the Chairman receive and 
respond to comments? 

1152.10 How does the Chairman make 
efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Sec. 

1152.11 What are the Chairman's 
obligations in interstate situations? 

1152.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

1152.13 May the Chairman waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 
1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 
(48 FR 15887): Sec. 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506) 

§ 1152.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968. 

(b) these regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development. 

({c) These regulations are intended to 
improve the internal management of the 
Endowment, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the 
Endowment or its officers. 


§ 1152.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 


“Endowment” means the National 
Endowment for the Arts. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Chairman” means the Chairman of 
the National Endowment for the Arts or 
an official or employee of the 
Endowment acting for the Chairman 
under a delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 1152.3 What programs and activities of 
the Endowment are subject to these 
regulations? 


The Chairman publishes in the 
Federal Register a list of the , 
Endowment's programs and activities 
that are subject to these regulations. 
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§ 1152.4 What are the Chairman’s general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

(a) The Chairman provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would provide the 
non-federal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed federal 
financial assistance from the 
Endowment. 

(b) If a state adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed federal financial assistance 
the Chairman, to the extent permitted by 
law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine official views of state and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
state and local elected officials’ 
concerns with proposed federal 
financial assistance that is 
communicated through the state process; 

(4) Allows the states to simplify and 
consolidate existing federally required 
state plan submissions; 

(5) Where state planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of state plans for federally 
required state plans; 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected state and local elected officials 
in one state with those of another state 
when proposed federal financial 
assistance has an impact on interstate 
metropolitan urban centers or other 
interstate areas; and 

(7) Supports state and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 
planning organization which is 
federally-funded, which has a limited 
purpose, and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
state or local elected officials. 


§ 1152.5 What is the Chairman's obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

The Chairman to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Endowment regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§ 1152.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
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Register in accordance with § 1152.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Chairman of the 
Endowment’s programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Chairman of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the state shall submit to 
the Chairman an assurance that the 
state has consulted with elected local 
officials regarding the change. The 
Endowment may establish deadlines by 
which states are required to inform the 
Chairman of changes in their program 
selections. 

(d) The Chairman uses a state's 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Chairman is notified of its 
selections. 


§ 1152.7 How does the Chairman 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning the Endowment’s programs and 
activities? 

(a) [Reserved] 

(b) The Chairman provides notice to 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed Federal financial assistance 
if— 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development is 
under program or activity not selected 
for the state process. 


This notice is made by the publication in 
the Federal Register or other appropriate 
means which the Endowment in its 
discretion deems appropriate. 


§ 1152.8 How does the Chairman provide 
states with an opportunity te comment en 
proposed federal financial assistance? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstance, 
the Chairman gives state processes or 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and 
entities— 

(1) [Reserved] 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Chairman to 
comment on proposed federal financial 
assistance. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Endowment have been delegated. 

§ 1152.9 How does the Chairman receive 
and respond to comments? 

(a) The Chairman follows the 
procedures in § 1152.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies; and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 1152.6. 


(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. . 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Endowment. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Endowment. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Endowment by the 
single point of contact, the Chairman 
follows the procedure of § 1152.10 of this 
part. 

(e) The Chairman considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Chairman 
is not required to apply the procedures 
of § 1152.10 of this part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact or directly to the Endowment 
by a commenting party. 


§ 1152.10 How does the Chairman make 
efforts to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Endowment through its single point of 
contact, the Chairman either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of the 
decision, as the Chairman in his or her 
discretion deems appropriate. The 
Chairman may supplement the written 
explanation by also providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section the 
Chairman informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Endowment will not 
implement its decision for ten days after 
the single point of contact receives the 
explanation; or 

(2) The Chairman has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the ten-day 
waiting period is not feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
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presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


. .§ 1152.11 What are the Chairman’s 


obligations in interstate situations? © 

(a) The Chairman is responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance that has an impact 
on interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the 
Endowment's program or activity; 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Endowment'’s program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 1152.10 
of this part if the Chairman receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Endowment 
have been delegated. 

(b) The Chairman uses the procedures 
in § 1152.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to the 
Endowment through a single point of 
contact. 


§ 1152.12 How may a state simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute federally 
required state plans? 

(a) As used in this section: 

(1) “Simplify” means that a state may 
develop its own format, choose its own 
submission date, and select the planning 
period for a state plan. 

(2) “Consolidate” means that a state 
may meet statutory and regulatory 
requirements by combining two or more 
plans into one document and that the 
state can select the format, submission 
date, and planning period for the 
consolidated plan. 

(3) “Substitute” means that a state 
may use a plan or other document that it 
has developed for its own purposes to 
meet Federal requirements. 

(b) If not inconsistent with law, a 
state may decide to try to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute Federally 
required state plans without prior 
approval by the Chairman. 

(c) The Chairman reviews each state 
plan that a state has simplified, 
consolidated, or substituted and accepts 
the plan only if it meets federal 
requirements. 


§ 1152.13 May the Chairman waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Chairman may 
waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

[FR Doc. 83-16976 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7537-01-M 
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NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE 
ARTS 


Listing of Programs and Activities 


Pursuant to Section 1 of the Executive 
Order 12372, July 14, 1982, as amended 
on April 8, 1983, notice is hereby given 
that the following listing of programs/ 
activities of the National Endowment for 
the Arts are subject to the Order and 


Part 1152 of Title 45 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations. 


Promotion of the Arts 


State Programs/Office for Public 
Partnership (Basic State Grants) 
Artists-In-Education 
Test Program of Support for Local Arts 
Agencies 
Further information with reference to 
the above program/activities and the ‘ 


Order can be obtained from Mr. Jeffrey 
Mandell, General Counsel, National 
Endowment for the Arts, Washington, 
D.C. 20506 or call (202) 682-5418. 


Dated: June 17, 1983. 
Jeffrey Mandell, 


General Counsel National Endowment for the 
Arts. 

[FR Doc. 83-16979 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7537-01-M 
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Ree 


NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE 
HUMANITIES 


intergovernmental Review of the 
National Endowment for the 
Humanities Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: National Endowment for the 
Humanities, National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” and agency regulations 
published elsewhere in today’s Federal 
Register are intended to replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) circular A-95. These 
regulations also implement section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. The Endowment is 
not publishing rules to carry out the 
Executive Order or these statutes 
because we have concluded that none of 
the Endowment's programs are subject 
to the Order. Promulgation of rules is 
therefore unnecessary. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Bruce Carnes, Office of Planning 
and Policy Assessment, National 
Endowment for the Humanities, Room 
402, Old Post Office Bldg., 1100 
Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Washington, 
D.C. 20506, (202) 786-0428. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3258) the 
National Endowment for the 
Humanities, along with 25 other Federal 
agencies, published either notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order or Notices of 
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM). 
Subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRM'’s bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. The Endowment, in 
conjunction with the other 27 Federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on April 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101) reopening the public comment 
period, and scheduling a public meeting 
for May 5, 1983. 

During the comment period, the 
Endowment received 7 comments 
specifically related to the proposed 


exclusion of some or all of its programs 
and activities from coverage under the 
Order. The Endowment also was 
provided copies of selected comments 
received by OMB or the Federal 
agencies that had published Notices of 
Proposed Rulemaking. These comments 
addressed general issues of program 
coverage. 

In preparing this notice, the 
Endowment considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and at a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to excluded any programs 
or activities from coverage under the 
Order, and that elected officials of state 
and local governments are the only 
proper parties to decided what should 
be excluded from the state process of 
intergovernmental review. Other 
commenters objected to the various 
criteria used by Federal agencies in 
developing their lists of programs and 
activities that were being proposed for 
exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all Federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development, and the order mandates 
consultation only when state and local 
governments provide non-Federal funds 
for, or are directly affected by, the 
proposed Federal action. Programs and 
activities not falling into either of these 
categories are clearly outside the scope 
of the Order. Further, it is appropriate 
for Federal agencies to decided which of 
their activities are Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development. There are also actions 
related to Federal financial assistance 
or direct Federal development activities 
where review and comment as provided 
by the Executive Order would be 
inappropriate. 

Of the 7 comments received which 
mention the Endowment specifically, 3 
endorse the proposed exclusion of all 
Endowment programs from coverage 
under the Order. Two commenters 
contend that the Order mandates 
coverage of all programs, including 


particular Endowment programs or 
Endowment programs generally, or that 
the decision to review Federal programs, 
Endowment programs included, is a 
state and local prerogative; these views 
have been discussed above. 

One commenter ask to review any 
proposal or plan to develop or manage 
any facilities which will have impact on 
the social, physical, or economic 
environment of an adjoining area 
through creating additional demands for 
schools, housing, recreation areas, 
tourist facilities, utility usage, public 
services, transportation needs, or which 
will require any local government or 
branch of State government to provide 
funds ro services for matching or 
continuation. No Endowment program 
falls into these categories. 

A final commenter cited certain 
Endowment programs as programs it 
desires to review. However, the 
programs cited are no longer in 
operation, nor are any programs of the 
Endowment proposed for inclusion. 

The Endowment has concluded that, 
currently, none of its programs or 
activities is covered by the Executive 
Order. When new programs or activities 
are authorized or initiated by the 
Endowment, the Endowment will 
determine whether these new programs 
or activities fall within the scope of the 
Order. If the Endowment intends to 
exclude new or additional programs or 
activities from coverage under the 
Order, a notice soliciting public 
comments will be published in the 
Federal Register. If the determination is 
made that a new or additional program 
should be included, the Endowment will 
then promulgate rules implementing the 
Order by using the customary 
procedures for rulemaking. 

Even if a program or activity is 
excluded from the consultation system 
established by the Order, state and local 
officials will have the opportunity to 
have their views considered by the 
Endowment under any consultation 
procedures provided for in existing or 
future program statutes. 

Issued at Washington, D.C., June 13, 1983. 
William J. Bennett, 

Chairman. 


[FR Doc. 83-16379 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7536-01-M 
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
45 CFR Part 660 


Intergovernmental Review of the 
National Science Foundation Programs 
and Activities 


AGENCY: National Science Foundation. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development programs and 
activities of the National Science 
Foundation. Executive Order 12372 and 
these regulations are intended to replace 
the intergovernmental consultation 
system developed under Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-95. They also implement section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act. 

DATE: Effective date: September 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ruth Greenstein, Associate General 
Counsel, 202-357-9438. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3262), the 
National Science Foundation, along with 
25 other federal agencies, published 
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM) to carry out Executive Order 
12372 or notices proposing that their 
programs not be subject to the Order. 
Subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. The Foundation, in 
conjunction with the other 27 federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on April 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101), reopening the comment 
period, scheduling a public meeting for 
May 5, 1983, and requesting comments 
on severai tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the 
Foundation’s rulemaking docket, the 
Foundation received approximately 160 
comments on government-wide issues 
during the comment period. In addition, 
the Foundation received five comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of the Foundation’s programs 
from the coverage of the Order or other 
issues pertaining only to the Foundation. 

In preparing the final rule, the 
Foundation considered these comments 
as well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 


Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Foundation has 
made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Foundation is fully 
committed to carrying out Executive 
Order 12372, and intends through these 
regulations to communicate effectively 
with state and local elected officials and 
to accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983), 
extending the effective date of these 
final regulations until September 30, 
1983. The Foundation’s existing 
requirements and procedures under 
OMB Circular A-95 will continue in 
effect until September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 

—Allows states, after consultation 
with local officials, to establish their 
own process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate state 
and local views or explain why not; 

—Allows states to simplify, 
consolidate, or substitute state plans; 
and, 


—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 
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State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A state must 
tell the federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interest 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including that of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of 
contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and 
manage the review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is to 
be managed under the state process. 

Federal agencies will list those 


_ programs and activities eligible for 


selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
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changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with appropriate notice of 
program announcements within selected 
programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
Preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the ‘accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
“state process recommendation” are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency’s nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities carsubmit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
“accommodate or explain” response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 


Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. The 
state government need not be party to a 
state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed action under 
either selected or nonselected programs 
or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Foundation altered 
the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
we are providing a table showing where 
each portion of the proposed rule is 
covered in the final rule: 
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Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (660.5, 660.6(a), 660.7(b), and 
660.8(c)) are new. 


Section 660.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. (The text of Sec. 401 is 
printed in the Department of 
Agriculture’s Final Rule published 
elsewhere in this issue (see 
Supplemental Information section of 
USDA's document).) 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under this statute. In response, the 
Executive Order was amended to cite 
section 401. Consequently, paragraph (a) 
of this section (as well as the authority 
citation for the entire regulation) now 
cites not only the Executive Order but 
also section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 
Other provisions in these regulations 
carry out the Foundation’s 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Foundation, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says the regulations were 
not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the Foundation and other federal 
agencies on one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations pre- 
suppose, and rely on, the good faith of 
federal, state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
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seeking to understand one another's 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutory responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the regulation, 
the Foundation is stating only that these 
regulations are not grounds for judicial 
review of agency action beyond those 
afforded by the underlying statues. 


Section 660.2 What definitions apply 
to these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Foundation does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, the Foundation 
would not use the term in any but its 
commonly understood sense. 

The Foundation chose not to include a 
definition of “direct federal 
development,” or “federal financial 
assistance.” Experience in other 
regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to draft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carriers with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in both cases, the list of program 
inclusions accompanying this 
rulemaking provides adequate 
operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

The Foundation also decided not to 
try defining “emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, the 
Foundation expects to use such 
provisions sparingly, and only when 


absolutely necessary. Thus it would be 
counterproductive to attempt, through a 
definition, to limit this flexibility by 
enticipating all possible circumstances 
when it might be needed. 

The Foundation also does not believe 
a definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 660.10. 
In this section, the Secretary accepts the 
state process recommendations or 
reaches a mutually agreeable solution. If 
the Foundation does not provide an 
accommodation in one of these two 
ways, it must provide an explanation. 
As the Foundation believes the section 
describes sufficiently what is meant by 
accommodation, a further definition of 
the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Foundation considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
The Foundation concluded that a 
definition of this term would not 
materially help clarify those situations 
in which the Foundation has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term's function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 660.3 What programs and 
activities of the foundation are subject 
to these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance that directly affects state and 
local governments and direct federal 
development programs and activities. 
Programs and activities not falling into 
either of these categories are clearly 
outside the scope of the Order (e.g., 
Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities), and the order mandates 
consultation only when state and local 
governments provide non-federal funds 
for, or are directly affected by, the 
proposed federal action. It is 
appropriate for federal agencies to 
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decide which of their activities are 
federal financial assistance that directly 
affects state and local governments, or 
direct federal development. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Foundation’s budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB). Most 
research and development grants are 
awarded for studies unrelated to the 
direct responsibilities of state and local 
government. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the Foundation believes 
these should continue to be excluded 
from the listing of program and activities 
which are eligible for selection for a 
state process. However, in response to 
comments, the Foundation has reviewed 
the criteria for exclusion as well as the 
particular exclusions that were 
proposed in January. These criteria and 
particular exclusions are discussed in 
more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the 
Foundation is publishing a notice listing 
these “included” programs and 
activities. This information is being 
published in a separate notice rather 
than as part of this rule to allow future 
changes to be made more conveniently. 


Section 660.4 -[Reserved] 


Section 660.5 What is the Director's 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Foundation and other 
federal agencies to do more in ensuring 
that federal agencies communicate not 
only with state and local elected 
officials but also with each other. The 
Foundation believes that this point is 
well taken. Many programs and projects 
require information or approvals from a 
number of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the Foundation is adding 
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a new section, the language of which is 
derived from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Director, to the 
extent practicable, will consult with and 
seek advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Foundation regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


Section 660.6 What procedures apply 
to the selection of programs and 
activities under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by section 660.3 is eligible for 
selection by a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the ‘ 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB's 
Letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and Consultation 
with one another. The Foundation 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a state process. In particular, the 
Foundation does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
of each local jurisdiction in a state 
before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of § 660.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Director with each change in its 


program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Foundation to 
establish deadlines for states to inform 
the Director of changes in program 
selections. The primary reason for this 
provision is to expedite processing of 
assistance applications and to reach 
decisions on projects at times of heavy 
workload, such as the end of the fiscal 
year. For example, deadlines could be 
set to avoid having to make, on short 
notice, midstream changes in 
coordination procedures. In addition, the 
Foundation has made some editorial 
changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 660.7, discussed below. 


Section 660.7. How does the Director 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Foundation’s 
programs and activities? 


Paragraph (a) incorporates material 
from §§ 660.3(b) and 660.6(b) of the 
NPRM, except that the final regulation 
specifies that the Director's obligation to 
communicate with state and local 
elected officials applies to programs and 
activities subject to the Order that are 
covered by a state process. This change 
is intended to emphasize that it is with 
the state process, not just a Governor's 
office or other state government entity, 
that the Director will communicate. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, some activities have 
independent consultation or notification 
requirements, which apply even if a 
program is not selected for a state 
process. The Foundation must pursue 
such notification and consultation 
practices under authorities even where 
the program or activity is selected for a 
state process. The Foundation may also 
take the initiative at any time to contact 
any interested person or entity about 
one of the Foundation’s programs or 
activities, Further, the Foundation need 
not rely on the state process or the 
single point of contact to bring about 
this communication or consultation. 

When the Foundation notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
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of section 401 is the responsibility of the 
state process. The single point of contact 
could be the information channel for this 
purpose. The Foundation need not netify 
areawide, regional, and local entities 
separately in this situation, but may do 
so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Foundation 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Foundation will 
carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., a notice in the 
Federal Register or in a publication 
widely available in the area potentially 
affected by the proposed federal action) 
or direct (e.g., a letter to the mayor of an 
affected city). The notice will alert the 
directly affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identifying who in 
the Foundation should be contacted for 
more information. 


Section 660.8 iow does the Director 
provide states the opportunity of 
commenting on proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 660.6(c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 660.8(a) in the final rule) 
than any othe provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Director would give states at least 30 
days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance of direct 
federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 60, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Foundation has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
(including interstate matters) except 
with respect to federal financial 
assistance in the form of continuation 
awards which are not peer reviewed. 
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The comment period for these would 
remain at 30 days. 

The Director will establish, by notice 
to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information could 
be provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Because 


paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that . 


the Director will establish this starting 
date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Director to establish 
deadlines for submission of various 
materials is no longer necessary and has 
been deleted. When establishing 
deadlines, the Director will ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application 
or project proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 660.6{a) of the NPRM. 
The provisions of this section apply to 
cases in which review, coordination, 
and communication with the Foundation 
have been delegated. This paragraph is 
intended to make clear that when this 
responsibility is delegated, these 
procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the state level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key step in a timely review, and that 
a full and complete application was 
generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. The Foundation is aware of 
these concerns, but in the interest of 
retaining as much flexibility as possible 
for the state process, has decided not to 
require applicants to submit notices of 
intent or full and complete applications 
at particular points in time to the state 
process. The Foundation encourages 
applicants at an early stage to notify 
and talk with officials and entities who 
have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the application. 

Paragraph (e) of § 660.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new section 660.9 
of the final rule describes how the 
Director receives and responds to 
comments. 


Section 660.9 How does the Director 
receive and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 660.6{e) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Director's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 660.6(e) had provided that the 
Director would respond as provided in 
the Order to all comments from a state 
that are provided through a state office 
or official that acts as a single point of 


contact under the Order between the 
state and the federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within. a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Foundation’s decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, the 
Foundation has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Foundation 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Foundation is 
concerned only that the single point of 
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contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the 
Foundation. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Director to 
follow the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 660.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Foundation.) If these conditions are not 
met, the Director will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Adminstration’s view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these ! 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the 
Foundation will always fully consider 
all comments it receives under these 
regulations. 

The Foundation’s practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Foundation's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days | 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


In addition, the Foundation will 
respond as provided in § 660.10 to a 
state process recommendation which 
does not represént a consensus. This 
means that the single point of contact 
will not have to submit a 
recommendation representing 
unanimous agreement for the 
recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Department under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Foundation. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Foundation before 
the review and comment period ends. 
These entities may also choose to send 
their comments directly to the 
Foundation concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Foundation all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as section 401 specifies, the 
Foundation considers all views from 
state, areawide, regional, and local 
entities or officials. It should also 
reassure commenters that views of 
concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the 
Foundation makes provision for 
responding to comments in situations 
where there is no state process or for 
programs that are not selected for a 
state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 
if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process 
recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
may submit comments either to the 
applicant or to the Foundation. The 
Foundation is obligated to consider 
these comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 


particular program or activity of the 
Foundation. The Foundation deliberated 
whether in this rule to require applicants 
to transmit all comments they had 
received. The Foundation decided not to 
impose such a requirement in this rule 
but expects applicants to do so. The 
Foundation retains the option of 
selectively requiring an applicant to do 
this. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Foundation’s obligation to consider all 
the comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of-contact or otherwise 
provided to the Foundation. This 
obligation derives directly from section 
401. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that the Foundation and other federal 
agencies impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although the Foundation recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Foundation does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. The 
Foundation believes that each state 
process should establish the “paper 
flow” procedures best suited to its 
situation. Where the state process 
decides to send comments to the 
applicant, the Foundation will expect 
the applicant to forward those 
comments with its application to the 
Foundation. However, this does not 
obviate the necessity for transmitting 
the state process recommendation to the 
Foundation through the single point of 
contact. The point here is that state 
processes have the option of also 
sending comments through the applicant 
to the Federal Government with each 
application, and thus alleviate concerns 
that the application and comments 


might otherwise fail to be joined 
together by the Foundation. 


Section 660.10 How does the Director 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Foundation through a single point of 
contact, the Foundation becomes 
obligated to accommodate or explain. 
This means that the Foundation need 
not accommodate or explain comments 
that.(1) do not constitute or form the 
state process recommendation, or (2) are 
not provided through a single point of 
contact. The Foundation will fully 
consider all such comments, but there 
will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the Foundation 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 
whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurs, the Foundation 
will always send a written explanation 
of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the 
Foundation will not implement a 
decision for ten days after the single 
point of contact receives the 
explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
nowever, the Foundation believes that 
to avoid unduly delaying the award of 
federal financial assistance or the start 
of direct federal development, a longer 
period should not be provided. The 
Foundation believes that ten days will 
be adequate time for the state process to 
formulate an appropriate political 
response if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The Foundation has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Foundation has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communication) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 





explanation arrives later. If the 
Foundation sends a letter but does not 
make a telephone call, the ten-day 
period begins on the date the single 
point of contact is presumed to have 
received it. This presumptive date of 
receipt is five days from the date on 
which the letter is sent, a period 
consistent with the longstanding 
successful practice of the Social Security 
Administration and longer than that 
used for presumptive receipt of official 
papers in many other legal contexts. In 
effect, the Foundation will be free to 
begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the 
Foundation sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Foundation will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Foundation’s responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 660.11 What are the Director's 
obligations in interstate situations? 


This section is based on § 660.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases except continuation awards which 
are not peer reviewed. : 

There were also several comments on 
handling of interstate situations. Most of 
these comments asked for greater 
federal guidance or invelvement in 
interstate situations, especially when 
various affected states did not agree 
with one another. Some commenters 
also said that greater attention should 
be given to the role of interstate 
metropolitan areas and the designated 
areawide entities that represent them. 

The Foundation does not believe that 
it is necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the Foundation’s 
interest to have affected states mutually 
agree on the Foundation’s programs and 
projects that affect interstate situations. 
On a case-by-case basis, as appropriate, 
the Foundation will work with officials 
of states involved in an interstate 
situation in an attempt to secure this 
agreement. This should not be a 
regulatory requirement, however. 

The Foundation believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 


interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Foundation will 
make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Foundation with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Foundation if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and District of Columbia. If that Council 
of Governments is delegated a specific 
review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Foundation, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Foundation through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the Foundation 
is obligated to accommodate or explain. 
If a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state’s single point of contact, 
the Foundation would also 
accommodate or explain that 
recommendation as well. 


Section 660.12 [Reserved] 


Section 660.13 May the Director waive 
any provision of these regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Foundation is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provision of these regulations. If the 
Foundation uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the Foundation will! attempt, 
to the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state precess in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the Foundation will keep 
records of all situations in which the 
emergency waiver was used. 
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Scope 


In formulating its proposed list of 
included and excluded programs 
published as an attachment to its 
January 24, 1983, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, the National Science 
Foundation’s basic criterion was the 
degree to which the program was likely 
to affect state or local governments 
directly. In the Foundation’s judgment, 
only one program (Intergovernmental 
Science and Technology Programs) was 
likely to affect state and local 
governments directly. As a result, all 
other research and academic training 
programs were excluded. Although the 
Foundation did receive several generic 
comments arguing that the state process, 
rather than the Federal agency, should 
make such judgments, it received no 
public comments specifically suggesting 
the inclusion of any additional 
programs. Since January, the Foundation 
has developed two new programs which 
it believes appropriate for inclusion. As 
a result, the Foundation’s separate 
notice of inclusions lists three programs 
rather than one. 

Although the Foundation believed 
projects in excluded programs would 
only rarely directly affect state and local 
governments, it did provide for inclusion 
if any of three criteria were met. 
Comments representing more than 120 
public and private universities suggested 
that this additional provision was 
unnecessary and inconsistent with the 
treatment accorded by other federal 
agencies that fund scientific research. 
The Foundation has therefore deleted 
this provision. It will, however, do its 
best to identify projects'in excluded 
research and academic training 
programs that might directly affect state 
and local governments and to consult 
with such governments about those 
unique projects through the state 
process. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The Foundation has determined that 
this is not a major rule under Executive 
Order 12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the Foundation and 
allow state and'local governments to 
establish cost effective consultation 
procedures. For this reason, the 
Foundation believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive: In any event, it is unlikely that 
its econemic impact will be significant. 
Consequently the Foundation certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
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number of small entities. This rule is not 
subject to section 3504(h) of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, since it does 
not require the collection or retention of 
information. 


List of Subjects in 45 CFR Part 660 


Intergovernmental relations. 

For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the National Science 
Foundation amends Title 45, Code of 
Federal Regulations, by revising Part 
660, to read as follows: 


PART 660—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF THE NATIONAL SCIENCE 
FOUNDATION PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

660.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

660.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

660.3 What programs and activities of the 
Department are subject to these 
regulations? 

660.4 [Reserved] 

660.5 What is the Director's obligation with 
respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

660.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 

660.7 How does the Director communicate 
with state and local officials concerning 
the Foundation’s programs and 
activities? 

660.8 How does the Director provide states 
an opportunity to comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development? 

660.9 How does the Director receive and 
respond to comments? 

660.10 How does the Director makes efforts 
to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

660.11 What are the Director's obligations in 
interstate situations? 

660.12 [Reserved] 

660.13 May the Director waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 

(48 FR 15887); and Section 401 of the 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 

and as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506). 


§ 660.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovermental Cooperation Act of 
1968. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovermental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 


areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Foundation, and are not intended to 
create any right or benefit enforceable 
at law by a party against the Foundation 
or its officers. 


§ 660.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

“Foundation” means the National 
Science Foundation. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983 and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Director” means the Director of the 
National Science Foundation or an 
official or employee of the Foundation 
acting for the Director under a 
delegation of authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 660.3 What programs and activities of 
the Foundation are subject to these 
regulations? 

The Director publishes in the Federal 
Register a list of the Foundation’s 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations. 


§ 660.4 [Reserved] 


§ 660.5 What is the Director’s obligation 
with respect to Federal interagency 
coordination? 

The Director, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the Foundation regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§ 660.6 What procedures apply tothe - 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 660.3 of 
this part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities, 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Director of the 
Foundation’s programs and activities 
selected for that process. 
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(c) A state may notify the Director of 
changes in its selections at any time. For 
each change, the state shall submit to 
the Director an assurance that the state 
has consulted with elected local elected 
officials regarding the change. The 
Foundation may establish deadlines by 
which states are required to inform the 
Director of changes in their program 
selections. 

(d) The Director uses a state’s process 
as soon as feasible, depending on 
individual programs and activities, after 
the Director is notified of its selections. 


§ 660.7 How does the Director 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning the Foundation’s programs and 
activities? 

(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under 
§ 660.6, the Director, to the extent 
permitted by law— 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials; and 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the state 
process, as early in a program planning 
cycle as is reasonably feasible to 
explain specific plans and actions. 

(b) The Director provides notice to 
directly affected staté, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. 

This notice may be made by 
publication in the Federal Register or 
other appropriate means, which the 
Foundation in its discretion deems 
appropriate. 


§ 660.8 How does the Director provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance and 
direct Federal development? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Director gives state processes or 
directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities: 

(1) At least 30 days from the date 
established by the Director to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
in covered programs (i.e., chose 
referenced in § 660.3) in the form of 
continuation awards that are not peer 
reviewed; and 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Director to comment 
on proposed direct federal development 
or federal financial assistance in 
covered programs (i.e., those referenced 
§ 660.3) other than continuation awards 
that are not peer reviewed. 
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(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Foundation have been delegated. 


§ 660.9 How does the Director receive and 
respond to comments? 


(a) The Director follows the 
procedures in § 660.10 if: 


(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and al! 
federal agencies, and 


(2) That office or official transmits 2 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 660.6. 

(b}(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 


(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 


(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Foundation. 


(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the 
Foundation. In addition, if a state 
process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Foundation by the 
single peint of contact, the Director 
follows the procedures of § 660.10 of this 
part. 


(e) The Director considers comments 
which do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which the Director is 
not required to apply the procedures of 
§ 660.10 of this part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the Foundation by a commenting 


party. 


§ 660.10 How does the Director make 
efforts to accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the 
Foundation through its single point of 
contact, the Director either— 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of the 
decision in such form as the Director in 
his or her discretion deems appropriate. 
The Director may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Director informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Foundation will not implement 
its decision for at least ten days after 
the single point of contact receives the 
explanation; or 

(2) The Director has reviewed the 
decision and determined that, because 
of unusual circumstances, the waiting 
period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 660.11 What are the Director's 
obligations in interstate situations? 


(a) The Director is responsible for— 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the 
Foundation’s program or activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Foundation’s program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 660.10 of 
this part if the Director receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
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areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Foundation 
have been delegated. 

(b) The Director uses the procedures 
in § 660.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to the 
Foundation through a single point of 
contact. 

§ 660.12 [Reserved] 


§ 660.13 May the Director waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Director may 
waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

Richard S. Nicholson, 

Acting Director. 

{FR Doc. 83-16473 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7555-01-M 


NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


Programs Eligible for Inclusion Under 
E.O. 12372 





AGENCY: National Science Foundation. 


ACTION: Notice of Programs Eligible for 
Inclusion under E.O. 12372. 





SUMMARY: Pursuant to Executive Order 
12372, Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs, and Section 660.3 of 
the National Science Foundation’s 
implementing regulations Published in 
this Part XXIV; to be codified at 45 CFR, 
the National Science Foundation 
designates the following three programs 
as eligible for selection by the state: 

(1) Intergovernmental Science and 
Technology Programs (CFDA #47.036); 

(2) Materials Development for 
Precollege Science and Mathematics; 
and 

(3) Honors Workshops for Precollege 
Teachers of Science and Mathematics. 
DATE: Effective September 30, 1983. 
ADDRESS: Office of the General Counsel, 
1800 G Street NW., Washington, DC 
20550. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ruth L. Greenstein, Associate General 
Counsel, 202/357-9438 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Richard S. Nicholson, 
Acting Director. 
FR Doc. 83-16325 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45) 
BILLING CODE 7555-01-M 
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OFFICE OF PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT 


intergovernmentail Review of the 
Office of Personne! Management 
Programs and Activities 


AGENCY: Office of Personne! 
Management. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Executive Order 12372 (47 FR 
30959, July 16, 1982), “Intergovernmental 
Review of Federal Programs,” and 
agency regulations published elsewhere 
in today’s Federal Register are intended 
to replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. These regulations 
also implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. The 
Office is not publishing rules to carry 
out the Executive Order or these 
statutes because we have concluded 
that none of the Office's programs are 
subject to the Order. Promulgation of 
rules is therefore unnecessary. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Richard A. Ong, Office of the General 
Counsel, Office of Personnel 
Management, 1900 E Street, NW.,— 
Room 6H31, Washington, D.C. 20415. 
Telephone (202} 632-4600. 

On January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3270) the 
Office of Personnel Management, along 
with 25 other federal agencies published 
notices proposing that their programs 
not be subject to the Order or Notices of 
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM). 
Subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. The Office, in 
conjunction with the other 27 federal 
agencies and OMB, published a notice in 
the Federal Register on Apri! 21, 1983 (48 
FR 17101) reopening the public comment 
period, and scheduling a public meeting 
for May 5, 1983. 


During the comment period, the Office 
received four comments specifically 
related to the proposed exclusion of all 
of its programs and activities from 
coverage under the Order. The Office 
also was provided copies of selected 
comments received by OMB or the 
federal agencies that had published 
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking. These 
comments addressed general issues of 
program coverage. 

In preparing this notice, the Office 
considered these comments as well as 
testimony at public meetings held in 
Washington on March 2, 1983 and May 
5, 1983 and a hearing before the Senate 
Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the 
Order, and that elected officials of state 
and local governments are the only 
proper parties to decide what should be 
excluded from the state process of 
intergovernmental review. Other 
commenters objected to the various 
criteria used by federal agencies in 
developing their lists of programs and 
activities that were being proposed for 
exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development, and the Order mandates 
consultation only when state and local 
governments provide non-federal funds 
for, or are directiy affected by, the 
proposed federal action. Programs and 
activities not falling into either of these 
categories are clearly outside the scope 
of the Order. Further, it is appropriate 
for federal agencies to decide which of 
their activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. There are also actions 
related to federal financial assistance or 
direct federal development activities 
where review and comment as provided 
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by the Executive Order would be 
inappropriate. 

The Office further considers it 
appropriate not to propose rules for the 
program described in 42 U.S.C. ch. 62, 
Intergovernmental Personnel Programs. 
No funds have been appropriated for 
this program and the Office has no 
intention of seeking funds therefor in the 
future. Clearly, proposing rules for an 
inactive program would be a wasteful 
exercise. 

Furthermore, the fact that state and 
local governments might remotely or 
indirectly benefit from activities 
managed by the Office is insufficient 
reason to engage in rulemaking under 
the Order, especially where no federal 
financial assistance or direct federal 
development is involved. 

The Office has concluded, therefore, 
that none of its programs or activities is 
presently covered by the Executive 
Order. When new programs or activities 
are authorized or initiated by the Office, 
the Office will determine whether these 
new programs or activities fall within 
the scope of the Order. If the Office 
intends to exclude new or additional 
programs or activities from coverage 
under the Order, a notice soliciting 
public comments will be published in 
the Federal Register. If the 
determination is made that a new or 
additional program should be included, 
the Office will then promulgate rules 
implementing the Order by using the 
customary procedures for rulemaking. 

Even if a program or activity is 
excluded from the consultation system 
established by the Order, state and local 
officials will have the opportunity to 
have their views considered by the 
Office under any consultation 
procedures provided for in existing or 
future program statutes. 

United States Office of Personnel 
Management. 

Donald J. Devine, 

Director. 

{FR Doc. 83-16996 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6325-01-M 
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POSTAL SERVICE 
39 CFR Parts 775, 776, and 778 


Intergovernmenta!l Review of Postal 
Service Facility Project Actions 


AGENCY: Postal Service. 
ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
facility project actions of the Postal 
Service. Executive Order 12372 and 
these regulations replace the 
intergovernmental consultation system 
developed under Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-95. They 
also implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Royal Rasmussen, 202/245-4354. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3274), the Postal 
Service, along with 25 other federal 
agencies, published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM)} to carry out 
Executive Order 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. Subsequently, two 
more agencies published NRPMs, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
The Postal Service, in conjunction with 
the other 27 federal agencies and OMB, 
published a notice in the Federal 
Register on Apri! 21, 1983 (48 FR 17101) 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the Postal 
Service’s rulemaking docket, the Postal 
Service received 28 comments on Postal 
Service specific and government-wide 
issues during the comment period. The 
Postal Service received 13 comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of the Postal Service's facility 
project actions from the coverage of the 
Order. 

In preparing the final rule, the Postal 
Service considered these comments as 
well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the Postal Service 
has made several changes from the 
proposed rule. The Postal Service is 
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fully committed to carrying out 
Executive Order 12372 and intends 
through these regulations to 
communicate effectively with state and 
local elected officials and to 
accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 11, 1983). 
The Postal Service's existing 
requirements and procedures under 
OMB Circular A-95 will continue in 
effect until September 30, 1983. 

The Postal Service is an independent 
establishment of the Executive Branch. 
It is exempt from most federal laws 
“dealing with public or federal 
contracts, property, works, officers, 
employees, budgets or funds,” (39 U.S.C. 
410) except those which have been 
specifically made applicable to it or 
which it has determined to adopt as 
applicable by regulation. Thus, to the 
extent that the Postal Service is exempt 
from the provisions of Title IV of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4231) and the Executive 
Order, the rule set out in this notice is 
adopted by the Postal] Service pursuant 
to its general authority to adopt such 
regulations as it deems necessary to 
accomplish the objectives of Title 39, 
United States Code (39 U.S.C. 401). 


Introduction to the Rule 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federa! Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order, as applicable to 
the Postal Service, are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed direct federal 
development. In this context the 
Executive Order: 

—Allows states, after consultation 
with local officials, to establish their 
own process for review and comment on 
proposed direct federal development; 

—increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate state 
and local views or explain why not; and 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


day, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) a state must tell 
the federal agency which programs and 
activitiés are being included under the 
state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states also are to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 


_ A-95) applicable to the Postal Service 


would continue in effect. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components applicable to the 
Postal Service: 

—A designated single point of 
contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and 
manage the review and comment on 
proposed direct federal development, 
and to aid in reaching a state process 
recommendation; and 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
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selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
sends OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. OMB, in turn, 
provides the information to the federal 
agencies. Subsequent changes to the list 
are provided directly to the appropriate 
federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notices on proposed 
actions that have been selected by the 
state for review. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has the following options: preparing and 
transmitting a state process 
recommendation through the single 
point of contact; forwarding the views of 
commenting officials and entities 
without a recommendation; and not 
subjecting the proposed action to state 
process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration and comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
“state process recommendation” are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency's nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
diréctly to the federal agericy. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 


other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of any 
accommodate or explain response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state pfocess recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to such a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the Postal Service altered 
the section and paragraph numbers of 
various portions of the rule. So that 
these changes will be easier to follow, 
the Postal Service is providing a table 
showing where each portion of the 
proposed rule is covered in the final 
rule: 


Final rule (section) 


Proposed rule (section) 





778.3(a) 

778.3(b).... 
TTB 4 ceceses 
778.5(a).... 
778.5(b).... 
778.5(c)..... 
778.6(a).... 
778.6(b)..... 
778.6(c) 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table ($§ 778.5, 778.6(a), 778.7(b), 
and 778.8(c)) are new. 


Section 778.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to implement some of 
its requirements. The text of section 401 
is printed in the Department of 
Agriculture's final rule published 
elsewhere in this issue (see 
Supplementary Information section of 
USDA's document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and Members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under this statute. In response, 
paragraph (a) of this section (as well as 
the authority citation for the entire 
regulation) new cites not only the 
Executive Order but also section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 
Other provisions in these regulations 
carry out the Postal Service's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Postal Service, when 
considering and making efforts to 
accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
those regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 





the Postal Service and other federal 
agencies on one hand, and state and 
local elected officials on the other. The 
Order and these regulations presuppose, 
and rely on, the good faith of federal, 
state and local officials in 
communicating with one another and 
seeking to understand one another's 
concerns. To regard these regulations as 
rigid procedures intended to provide 
new opportunities for litigation would 
be wholly contrary to their purpose. 
Agencies have statutory responsibilities 
under the laws on which these rules are 
based. In some cases, courts have held 
agency actions to be judicially 
reviewable under these statutes. By 
retaining paragraph (c) in the regulation, 
the Postal Service is stating only that 
these regulations are not grounds for 
judicial review of agency action beyond 
those afforded by the underlying 
statutes. 

This section also briefly describes the 
Postal Service policy of adherence to the 
Order. 


Section 778.2 What definitions apply 
to these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
Postal Service does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. 


Section 778.3 What categories of 
facility project actions of the Postal 
Service are subject to these regulations? 


This section is very similar to 
paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. A 
substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope, as applicable to the Postal 
Service, is limited to direct federal 
development facility project actions. 

In response to comments, the Postal 
Service has reviewed the criteria for 
exclusion as well as the particular 
exclusions that were proposed in 
January. These criteria and particular 
exclusions are discussed in more detail 
in that section of the preamble covering 
scope issues. 


To provide information on the facility 
project actions eligible for selection for 
state processes, the Postal Service is 
providing a listing of these “included” 
actions in this preamble in accordance 
with § 778.3. 


Section 778.4 What are the Postal 
Service's general responsibilities under 
the Order? 


There were no suustantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


Section 778.5 What is the Postal 
Service's obligation with respect to 
federal interagency coordination? 


Some commenters, including those 
who suggested a federal single point of 
contact, asked the Postal Service and 
other federal agencies to do more in 
ensuring that federal agencies 
communicate not only with state and 
local elected officials but also with each 
other. The Postal Service believes that 
this point is well taken. Many programs 
and projects require information or 
approvals from a number of federal 
agencies, and federal interagency 
communication is as important, in many 
cases, as intergovernmental 
communication. Consequently, the 
Postal Service is adding a new section, 
the language of which is derived from 
subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Postal Service, 
to the extent practicable, will consult 
with and seek advice from all other 
federal departments and agencies 
substantially affected by facility project 
actions covered under these regulations 
in an effort to assure full coordination 
between such agencies and the Postal 
Service. 


Section 778.6 What procedures apply 
to a state’s choice of facility action 
categories under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any category of facility 
action published in accordance with 
§ 778.3 is eligible for selection for a state 
process. The paragraph also declares, 
more explicitly than the NPRM, that 
states are required to consult with local 
elected officials before selecting 
categories of facility actions for 
coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
categories of facility project actions. 
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Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The Postal Service 
believes that these requirements are 
clear and that further administrative 
requirements imposed by regulations are 
unnecessary and would, in many cases, 
delay or interfere with the establishment 
of a state process. In particular, the 
Postal Service does not believe that the 
Order contemplates so rigid a 
requirement as a sign-off by an official 
of each local jurisdiction in a state 
before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (d), respectively, of § 778.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Postal Service with each change in 
its selections an assurance that local 
elected officials were consulted about 
the change. This language emphasizes 
the continuing obligation of states to 
involve local elected officials in 
decisions concerning what actions are 
selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Postal Service 
to establish deadlines for states to 
inform the Postal Service of changes in 
selections. In addition, the Postal 
Service had made some editorial 
changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular category of facility 
action is not selected for a state process. 
This question is answered in paragraph 
(b) of § 778.7, discussed below. 


Section 778.7. How does the Postal 

Service communicate with state and 
local officials concerning the Postal 
Service's facility project actions? 


The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many facility actions may 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements which apply 
even if an action is not selected fer a 
state process. The Postal Service must 
pursue such notification and 
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consultation practices under these 
authorities even where the action is 
selected for a state process. The Postal 
Service may also take the initiative at 
any time to contact any interested 
person or entity about one of the Postal 
Service's facility actions. Further, the 
Postal Service need not rely on the state 
process or the single point of contact to 
bring about this communication or 
consultation. 

When the Postal Service notifies the 
state process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a category of facility 
action that has been selected for the 
state process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of section 401 is the responsibility of the 
state process. The single point of contact 
could be the information channel for this 
purpose. The Postal Service need not 
notify areawide, regional, and local 
entities separately in this situation, but 
may do so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the Postal Service 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
category of facility action. The Postal 
Service will carry out its responsibilities 
in these situations by providing notice 
directly to state, areawide, regional or 
local officials or entities that would be 
affected by the proposed action. This 
notice may be either through publication 
(e.g., @ notice in a publication widely 
available in the area potentially affected 
by the proposed federal action, i.e., local 
newpaper) or direct (e.g., a letter to the 
mayor of an affected city). The notice - 
will alert the affected entities 
concerning the proposed action and 
identifying who in the Postal Service 
should be contacted for more 
information. 


Section 778.8 How does the Postal 
Service provide states an opportunity to 
comment on proposed facility project 
actions? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed paragraph (c) of 
§ 778.6 of the NPRM (redesignated 
paragraph (a) of § 778.8 in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Postal Service would give states at least 
30 days to comment on any proposed 
direct federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 


number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be availabe to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
Postal Service has decided to lengthen 
the comment period to 60 days in all 
cases (including interstate matters) 
except with respect to facility project 
actions in the Maryland or Virginia 
portion of the Washington, DC, National 
Capital Region, where the comment 
period would be 90 days. 

The Postal Service will establish, by 
notice to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the comment period will begin to 
run. Because paragraphs (a} and (b) now 
provide that the Postal Service will 
establish this starting date, the language 
of the NPRM permitting the Postal 
Service to establish deadlines for 
submission of various materials is no 
longer necessary and has been deleted. 
When establishing deadlines, the Postal 
Service will ensure that commenting 
parties under the state process are 
afforded adequate time to review and 
comment on the project proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from paragraph (a) of § 778.6 of 
the NPRM. The provisions of this section 
apply to cases in which review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Postal Service have been delegated. 
This paragraph is intended to make 
clear that when this responsibility is 
delegated, these procedures apply just 
as if the matter were handled at the 
state level. 

Paragraph (e) of § 778.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. ‘A new § 778.9 of the 
final rule describes how the Postal 
Service receives and responds to 
comments. 


Section 778.9 How does the Postal 
Service receive and respond to 
comments? 


This new section replaces paragraph 
(e) of § 778.6 of the NPRM and 
elaborates in substantially greater detail 
the Postal Service's obligations 
concerning the receipt of and response 
to comments. Paragraph (e) of § 778.6 
had provided that the Postal Service 
would respond as provided in the Order 
to all comments from a state that are 
provided through a state office or 
official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
state and the federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
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establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Postal Service’s decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, the 
Postal Service has made substantial 
changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications channel. 
If all federal agencies and all parties 
within a state know that a particular 
office or official performs this state/ 
local-federal communications link for 
the state process, much confusion and 
guesswork which otherwise could occur 
can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the Postal Service _ 
whether this single point of contact also 
has a substantive role in preparing 
comments. That is up to the state and 
local elected officials who establish 
each state process. The Postal Service is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to the Postal 
Service. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the Postal 
Service to follow the “accommodate or 
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explain” procedures of § 778.10 if two 
conditions are met. First, the state must 
have designated.a single point of 
contact. Second, the single point of- 
contact must have transmitted a state 
process recommendation. If these 
conditions are not met, the Postal 
Service will still consider all comments 
received, but the “accommodate or 
explain” obligation will not apply. 

The Postal Service's practical, as well 
as theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Postal Service's “accommodate or 
explain” responsibility will be greatly 
aided when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects. Many of these comments were 
in connection with the 30-day review 
period proposed by the NPRM, saying 
that more than 30 days was needed if 
consensus were to be reached. The 
extension of the review period to 60 
days in the final rule should mitigate 
this concern. 

In addition, the Postal Service will 
respond as provided in § 778.10 to a 
state process recommendation which 
does not represent a consensus. This 
means that the single point of contact 
will not have to submit a 
recommendation representing 
unanimous agreement for the 
recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the Postal Service under these 
rules. Moreover, because the single 
point of contact is required under 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section to pass 
through comments that differ from the 
state process recommendation, all 
officials and entities within a state are 
assured that comments that differ from 
the state process recommendation on a 
particular facility project action will be 
seen and considered by the Postal 
Service. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Postal Service 
before the review and comment period 
ends. These entities may also choose to 
send their comments directly to the 
Postal Service concurrent with their 
sending them to the state process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the Postal 


Service all comments received 
concerning a selected facility project 
action that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as section 401 specifies, the 
Postal Service considers all views from 
state, areawide, regional and local 
entities or officials. It should also 
reassure commenters that the views of 
concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the Postal 
Service makes provision for responding 
to comments in situations where there is 
no state process or for categories of 
facility actions that are not selected for 
a state process. Paragraph (c) provides 
that in the absence of a state process, or 
if the single point of contact does not 
transmit a state process 
recommendation, state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities 
may submit comments directly to the 
Postal Service. The Postal Service is 
obligated to consider these comments. 
Paragraph (d) makes a similar provision 
for situations where the state process 
does not cover a particular category of 
facility action of the Postal Service. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates*the 
Postal Service’s obligation to consider 
all the comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and loca! officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Postal Service. This 
obligation derives directly from section 
401. 


Section 778.10 How Does the Postal 
Service Make Efforts To Accommodate 
Intergovernmental Concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section provides 
that if a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the Postal 


Service through a single point of contact, 


the Postal Service becomes obligated to 
accommodate or explain. This means 
that the Postal Service need not 
accommodate or explain comments that 
(1) do not constitute or form the state 
process recommendation, or (2) are not 
provided through a single point of 
contact. The Postal Service will fully 
consider all such comments, but there 
will be no “accommodate or explain” 
obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
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This is not to say that the Postal Service 
may not also inform the single point of 
contact of a nonaccommodation by 
telephone, other telecommunication, or 
in a personal meeting. However, 
whether or not such conversation or 
communication occurs, the Postal 
Service will always send a written 
explanation of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the Postal 
Service will not implement a decision 
for ten days after the single point of 
contact receives the explanation. A few 
commenters suggested that this waiting 
period should be longer than ten days; 
however, the Postal Service believes 
that to avoid unduly delaying the facility 
action a longer period should not be 
provided. The Postal Service believes 
that ten days will be adequate time for 
the state process to formulate an 
appropriate political response if the 
issue is sufficiently important within the 
state. 

The Postal Service has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If the Postal Service has made a 
telephone call (or other oral 
communcation) to the single point of 
contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the Postal 
Service sends a letter but does not make 
a telephone call, the ten-day period 
begins on the date the single point of 
contact is presumed to have received it. 
This presumptive date of receipt is five 
days from the date on which the letter is 
sent, a period consistent with the 
longstanding successful practice of the 
Social Security Administration and 
longer than that used for presumptive 
receipt of official papers in many legal 
contexts. In effect, the Postal Service 
will be free to begin carrying out its 
decision on the sixteenth day after the 
day the Postal Service sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These comments felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
Postal Service will make an effort to be 
as responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Postal Service's responsibilities 
to accomplish the objectives of the 
action and to expend funds in a sound 
financial manner. 
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Section 778.11 What Are the Postal 
Service's Obligations in Interstate 
Situations? 


This section is based on § 778.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases, except where indicated to be 
longer. 

The Postal Service received several 
comments on its handling of interstate 
situations. Most of these comments 
asked for greater federal guidance or 
involvement in interstate situations, 
especially when various affected states 
did not agree with one another. Some 
commenters also said that greater 
attention should be given to the role of 
interstate metropolitan areas and the 
designated areawide entities that 
represent them. 

The Postal Service does not believe 
that it is necessary to change the 
proposed regulation to provide any 
particular procedure for resolving 
interstate conflicts. It is clearly in the 
Postal Service's interest to have affected 
states mutually agree on the Postal 
Service's projects that affect interstate 
situations. On a case-by-case basis, as 
appropriate, the Postal Service will work 
with officials of states involved in an 
interstate situation in an attempt to 
secure this agreement. This should not 
be a regulatory requirement, however. 

The Postal Service believes that 
designated areawide agencies in 
interstate metropolitan areas have an 
important role to play. Consequently, 
paragraph (a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the Postal Service 
will make efforts to notify in interstate 
situations. OMB will periodically 
provide the Postal Service with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Postal Service if it is sent through a 
state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
category of facility actions being 
commented on by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments represents jurisdictions in 
an interstate area including parts of 
Maryland, Virginia and the District of 
Columbia. If that Council of 
Governments (COG) has beep delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Postal Service, and that 


recommendation is transmitted to the 
Postal Service through the single point 
of contact of either Maryland, Virginia, 
or the District of Columbia, the Postal 
Service is obligated to accommodate or 
explain. If a state process 
recommendation differing fromi the 
Washington COG recommendation is 
also transmitted by another state's 
single point of contact, the Postal 
Service would accommodate or explain 
that recommendation as well. 


Section 778.12 [Reserved] 


Section 778.13 May the Postal Service 
waive any provision of these 
regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The Postal Service is 
strongly committed to compliance with 
the Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision in those rare instances 
where an unanticipated situation makes 
prompt action necessary without full 
compliance with all provisions of these 
regulations. If the Postal Service uses 
the emergency waiver provision, the 
Postal Service will attempt, to the extent 
feasible and meaningful, to involve the 
state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used, In 
addition, the Postal Service will keep 
records of all situations in which the 
emergency waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there were several other 
general comments. Several commenters 
said that the Office of Management and 
Budget should have a stronger oversight 
role, thus ensuring that federal agencies 
carry out their obligations under the 
Order and these regulations. Behind 
these comments seems to be a concern 
that federal agencies are not really 
interested in consulting with state and 
local governments and, in the absence of 
an OMB “policing” role, agencies would 
tend to ignore these obligations. 

The Postal Service is committed to 
implement all of the provisions of the 
Order and these regulations, and will 
respond promptly to complaints from 
state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the Postal Service's obligations. 

OMB will have a genera! oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
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the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded the Postal Service and other 
agencies that we should continue to 
follow existing statutory requirements 
that affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The Postal Service will 
continue to follow all applicable 
crosscutting requirements and other 
independent consultation requirements. 
To the extent that it is feasible to do so, 
the Postal Service will work with states 
to integrate handling of some of these 
crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state’s 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the Postal Service will 
continue to meet all applicable legal 
requirements in these areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 


The Postal Service attached to the 
preamble of the proposed rule a list of 
porposed exclusions from the scope of 
project actions to be covered under the 
regulations. The Postal Service received 
13 comments pertaining to those 
proposed exclusions. 
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Almost two-thirds of the comments 
objected to the Postal Service proposing 
any exclusions on the ground that the 
Executive Order allows the state 
process, at the discretion of state and 
local elected officials, to exclude certain 
programs from review and comment 
and, by so doing, designate the 
programs for review. 

Over one-third of the comments 
objected to the proposed exclusion of 
actions involving expansion, alteration, 
or improvement of a facility where the 
gross size is not increased by more than 
40 percent and the site size is not 
increased substantially. Their objections 
were based on the position that this 
category of projects generates 
significant interest at the local level. 

Almost one-fourth of the comments 
objected to the proposed exclusion of 
actions involving disposal of 
unimproved land on the ground that 
local governments would be interested 
in kncwing of forthcoming disposals so 
that they may evaluate possible 
acquisition of the land for their 
purposes. 

One comment objected, without a 
reason given, to the proposed exclusion 
of facility repair projects. This category 
of action was proposed for exclusion 
because it is not “direct federal 
development” within the meaning of 
Executive Order 12372. The Postal 
Service has determined that since this 
type of action is not within the meaning 
of the Order, it is automatically 
excluded, and, therefore is not cited as 
an exclusion in the final rule. 

In view of (1) the Postal Service's 
policy and practice to comply with Title 
IV of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act, which requires that national, state, 
regional, and local viewpoints be fully 
considered and taken into account in 
planning federal projects, and (2) 
provisions of the Executive Order which 
reserves for the state process, at the 
discretion of state and local elected 
officials, the right to exclude certain 
federal programs from review and 
comment, the Postal Service’s final rule 
contains no exclusions from the review 
process. 

In conformance with § 778.3, as 
published hereafter, the Postal Service 
hereby publishes the following list of 
categories of facility project actions that 
are subject to those regulations: 

(1) New facility construction, owned 
or leased. 

(2) Expansion of an existing facility. 

(3) Purchase or lease of an existing 
building if a new or substantially 
enlarged occupancy is involved. 

(4) Real property disposals. 


(5) Other postal facility actions that 
might directly affect state or local 
community plans. 


Conformance of Existing Regulations 


The Postal Service is conforming 
existing regulations pertaining to the 
National Environmental Policy Act and 
Executive Orders on floodplain 
management and protection of wetlands 
by removing references to former OMB 
Circular A-95. Since OMB Circular A-95 
will be revoked when the 
intergovernmental review regulations, 
published hereafter, become effective on 
September 30, 1983, the Postal Service is 
amending 39 CFR 775 and 776 to replace 
references to the A-95 clearinghouse 
process with appropriate references to 
the new coordination process. In 
addition, conforming changes are to be 
made to the Postal Contracting Manual 
and corresponding procedures 
established in the Postal Service 
Administrative Support Manual. 

W. Allen Sanders, 
Associate General Counsel, Office of General 
Law and Administration. 

For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, the Postal Service amends 
Title 39, Code of Federal Regulations, as 
follows: 


List of Subjects in 39 CFR Part 778 


Intergovernmental relations, Postal 
Service. 


1. Add a new Part 778 to read as 
follows: 


PART 778—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF POSTAL SERVICE 
FACILITY ACTIONS 


Sec. 

778.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

778.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

778.3 What categories of facility project 
actions of the Postal Service are subject 
to these regulations? 

778.4 What are the Postal Service’s general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

778.5 What is the Postal Service's obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

778.6 What procedures/apply to a state’s 
choice of facility action catagories under 
these regulations? 

778.7, How does the Postal Service 
communicate with state and local 
officials concerning the Postal Service's 
facility project actions? 

778.8 How does the Postal Service provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed facility project actions? 

778.9 How does the Postal Service receive 
and respond to comments? 

778.10 How does the Postal Service make 
efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 
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Sec. 
778.11 What are the Postal Service's 


obligations in interstate situations? 
778.12 {Reserved] 
778.13 May the Postal Service waive any 
provision of these regulations? 


Authority: 39 U.S.C. 401. 


§ 778.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 


(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968, which the Postal Service follows 
as a matter of policy. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
direct federal development projects. 

(c) These regulations are not intended 
to create any right or benefit 
enforceable at law by a party against 
the Postal Service orits officers. 

(d) These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372 and are adopted 
under the Postal Reorganization Act 
rather than the statute and Executive 
Order listed in paragraph (a) of this 
section to the extent the statute and 
Executive Order do not apply to the 
Postal Service under 39 U.S.C. 410{a). 


§ 778.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 


“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983, and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 778.3 What categories of facility project 
actions of the Postal Service are subject to 
these regulations? 


The Postal Service publishes in the 
Federal Register a list of its categories of 
facility project actions that are subject 
to these regulations. 


§ 778.4 What are the Postal Service's 
general responsibilities under the Order? 


(a) The Postal Service provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would be directly 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


affected by the Postal Service's facility 
project actions. 

(b) If a state adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed direct federal development 
projects, the Postal Service, to the extent 
permitted by law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine official views of state and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials as early in a facility 
project action’s planning cycle as is 
reasonably feasible to explain specific 
plans and actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
state and local elected officials’ 
concerns with proposed direct federal 
development projects that are 
communicated through the state process; 
and 

(4) [Reserved]. 

(5) [Reserved]. 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected state and local elected officials 
in one state with those of another state 
when a proposed direct federal 
development project has an impact on 
interstate metropolitan urban centers or 
other interstate areas. 

(7) [Reserved]. 


§ 778.5 What is the Postal Service's 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 

The Postal Service, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from other federal departments 
and agencies substantially affected by 
Postal Service facility project actions 
covered under these regulations. 


§ 778.6 What procedures apply to a state's 
choice of facility action categories under 
these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any categories 
of facility project actions published in 
the Federal Register in accordance with 
§ 778.3 for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting categories of facility 
project actions, shall consult with local 
elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Postal Service of the 
Postal Service's categories of facility 
actions selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the Postal 
Service of changes in its selections at 
any time. For each change, the state 
shall submit to the Postal Service an 
assurance that the state has consulted 
with local elected officials regarding the 
change. The Postal Service may 
establish deadlines by which states are 
required to inform the Postal Service of 
changes in their facility action category 
selections. , 

(d) The Postal Service uses a state's 
process as soon as feasible, after the 


Postal Service is notified of the state's 
selections. 


§ 778.7 How does the Postal Service 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning the Postal Service's facility 
project actions? 

(a) [Reserved]. 

(b) The Postal Service provides notice 
directly to affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of a 
proposed direct federal development 
project if— 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The development project involves 
a facility project action category not 
selected for the state process. 

This notice may be made by publication 
in local newspapers and/or by letter. 


§ 778.8 How does the Postai Service 
provide states an opportunity to comment 
on proposed facility project actions? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Postal Service gives state processes 
or directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and 
entities— 

(1) [Reserved]. 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Postal Service to 
comment on proposed facility project 
actions (except as noted in paragraph 
(a)(3) of this section). 

(3) For facility project actions in the 
Washington, DC National Capital 
Region, coordination also is 
accomplished with the National Capital 
Planning Commission (NCPC). The 
Postal Service gives the NCPC 90 days 
to comment on projects in the Maryland 
and Virginia portions of the National 
Capital Region. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Postal Service have been delegated. 


§ 778.9 How does the Postal Service 
receive and respond to comments? 

(a) The Postal Service follows the 
procedures in § 778.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
facility project action of a category 
selected under § 778.6. 

(b) (1) The single point of contact is 
not obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
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and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or does not submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
directly to the Postal Service. 

(d) If a facility project action is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
directly to the Postal Service. In 
addition, if a state process 
recommendation for a nonselected 
facility project action is transmitted to 
the Postal Service by the single point of 
contact, the Postal Service follows the 
procedures of § 778.10. 

(e) The Postal Service considers 
comments which do not constitute a 
state process recommendation 
submitted under these regulations and 
for which the Postal Service is not 
required to apply the procedures of 
§ 778.10 when such comments are 
provided by a single point of contact or 
directly to the Postal Service by a 
commenting party. 


§ 778.10 tow does the Postal Service 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 

(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to the Postal 
Service through its single point of 
contact, the Postal Service either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of its 
decision as the Postal Service in its 
discretion deems appropriate. The 
Postal Service may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single pont of contact 
by telephone, other telecommunication, 
or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Postal Service informs the single point 
of contact that: 

(1) The Postal Service will not 
implement its decision for at least ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation; or 

(2) The Postal Service has reviewed 
the decision and determined that 
because of unusual circumstances, the 
waiting period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


‘ 
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§ 778.11 What are the Postal Service’s 
obligations in interstate situations? 

(a) The Postal Service is responsible 
for: 

(1) Identifying proposed direct federal 
development projects that have an 
impact on interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select the Postal 
Service's facility project action for 
review. : 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Postal Service's facility project 
action for review. 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 778.10 if 
the Postal Service receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Postal Service 
have been delegated. 

(b) The Postal Service uses the 
procedures in § 778.10 if a state process 
provides a state process 
recommendation to the Postal Service 
through a single point of contact. 


§ 778.12 [Reserved] 


§ 778.13 May the Postal Service waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Postal Service 
may waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

2. Amend Parts 775 and 776 as 
indicated: 


PART 775—[AMENDED}) 


§ 775.6 [Amended] 

In 39 CFR 775.6{a)(5)—Remove “, 
including that required by OMB Circular 
A-95 (Revised),” and add “or notice, 
including that required by Postal Service 
regulations and procedures governing 
intergovernmental review of Postal 
Service facility project actions,”. 


§775.8 [Amended] 


In 39 CFR 775.8(d)(3)(iii)—-Remove 
“A-95 Clearinghouses” and add “the 
appropriate review officials identified in 
the Postal Service regulations and 
procedures governing intergovernmental 
review of Postal Service facility project 
actions”. 


§ 775.10 [Amended] 


In 39 CFR 775.10(a)(3)(i}—Remove 
“state, areawide, and local A-95 
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clearinghouses listed in OMB Circular 
A-95 (Revised) for the geographic area 
involved” and add “the appropriate 

review officials identified in the Postal 
Service regulations and procedures 

governing intergovernmental review of 
Postal Service facility project actions”. 


PART 776—{ AMENDED] 


§776.5 [Amended] 


In 39 CFR 776.5(f}(3)—Remove “A-95 
Clearinghouses” and add “the 
appropriate review officials identified in 
the Postal Service regulations and 
procedures governing intergovernmental 
review of Postal Service facility project 
actions”. 


§776.8 [Amended] 


In 39 CFR 776.8(a)—Remove “state, 
areawide, and local A-95 
Clearinghouses listed in OMB Circular 
A-95 (Revised) for the geographic area 
involved” and add “the appropriate 
review officials identified in the Postal 
Service regulations and procedures 
governing intergovernmental review of 
Postal Service facility project actions”. 
{FR Doc. 83-16571 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
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SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 


13 CFR Part 135 


intergovernmental Review of the Small 
Business Administration Programs and 
Activities 


AGENCY: Small Business Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development programs and 
activities of the Small Business 
Administration. Executive Order 12372 
and these regulations are intended to 
replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. They also 
implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Martin D. Teckler, Associate General 
Counsel, Small Business Administration, 
1441 L Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20416. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983 (48 FR 3282), the Small 
Business Administration (SBA), along 
with 25 other Federal Agencies, 
published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) to carry out 
Executive Order 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. Subsequently, two 
more agencies published NPRMs, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
SBA, in conjunction with the other 27 
Federal agencies and OMB, published a 
notice in the Federal Register on April 
21, 1983 (48 FR 17101), reopening the 
comment period, scheduling a public 
meeting for May 5, 1983 and requesting 
comments on several tentative 
responses to comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other Federal agencies which were 
also incorporated in SBA’s rulemaking 
docket, SBA received approximately 160 
comments on government-wide issues 
during the comment period. In addition, 
SBA received approximately 15 
comments specifically related to the 
inclusion or exclusion of this Agency's 
programs from the coverage of the Order 
or other issues pertaining only to SBA. 

In preparing the final rule, SBA 
considered these comments as well as 
testimony at public meetings held in 
Washington on March 2, 1983, and May 
5, 1983, and a hearing before the Senate 





Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 Federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the SBA has made 
several changes from the proposed rule. 
The Agency is fully committed to 
carrying out Executive Order 12372, and 
intends through these regulations to 
communicate effectively with state and 
local elected officials and to 
accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which Federal programs 
they wish to select for coverage. 
Responding to these requests, the 
President amended the Executive Order 
on April 8, 1983, extending the effective 
date of these final regulations until 
September 30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 
11, 1983). SBA’s existing requirements 
and procedures under OMB Circular A- 
95 will continue in effect until 
September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and loca! processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development. The Executive Order: 
—Allows states, after consultation with 

local officials, to establish their own 

process for review and comment on 
proposed Federal financial! assistance 
and direct Federal development; 
—Increases Federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
Federal! agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 
not; 
—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and, 
—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the Federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 
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State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) A state must 
tell the Federal agency which programs 
and activities are being included under 
the state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
éstablishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how Federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) do not apply. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 
—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 
—Procedures to coordinate and manage 

the review and comment on proposed 

Federal financial assistance or direct 

Federal development, and to aid in 

reaching a state process 

recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for Federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
Federal programs and activities are to 
be reviewed through the state process 





and sends OMB the initial list of 
selected programs and activities. 
Subsequent changes to the list are 
provided directly to the appropriate 
Federal agencies. 

The Federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
Preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the Federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by Federal agencies. The 
single point of contact does so by 
transmitting a process recommendation. 
(The terms “accommodate or explain” 
and “state process recommendation” 
are explained later.) As indicated, there 
is to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
Federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a Federal 
agency’s nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for Federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the Federal agency. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodate or explain response by 
the Federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the Federal agency in 


accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the Federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) Accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, SBA is 
generally required to wait 15 days after 
sending an explanation of the 
nonaccommodation to the single point of 
contact before taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and lecal officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed te form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-by-section analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, SBA altered the section 
and paragraph numbers of various 
portions of the rule. So that these 
changes will be easier to follow, we are 
providing a table showing where each 
portion of the proposed rule is covered 
in the final rule: 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§§ 135.5, 135.6(a), 135.7(b), 
and 135.8(c)) are new. 


Section 135.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act, 31 U.S.C. 6506, as authority, did not 
specifically contain provisions to 
implement some of its requirements. 

The text of section 401 is printed in 
the Department of Agriculture’s final 
rule published elsewhere in this issue 
(see Supplementary Information sectior 
of USDA's document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that Federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, 
paragraph (a) of this section (as well as 
the authority citation for the entire 
regulation) now cites not only the 
Executive Order but also section 401 of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. 
Other provisions in these regulations 
carry out the Department's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that Federa) 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The Agency, when considering 
and making efforts to accommodate 
comments and recommendations it 
receives under these regulations, 
recognizes its responsibilities under this 
section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
SBA and other Federal agencies on one 
hand, and state and local elected 
officials on the other. The Order and 
these regulations presuppose, and rely 
on, the good faith of Federal, state and 
local officials in communicating with 
one another and seeking to understand 
one another’s concerns. To regard these 
regulations as rigid procedures intended 
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to provide new opportunities for 
litigation would be wholly contrary to 
their purpose. Agencies have statutory 
responsibilities under the laws on which 
these rules are based. In some cases, 
courts have held agency actions to be 
judicially reviewable under these 
statutes. By retaining paragraph (c) in 
the regulation, SBA is stating only that 
these regulations are not grounds for 
judicial review of agency action beyond 
those afforded by the underlying 
statutes. 


Section 135.2 What definitions apply 
to these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. 
SBA does not believe that it is necessary 
to define any of these additional terms. 
The term “environmental impact 
statement” is a well-know term of art in 
environmental law and planning, is 
mentioned in the National 
Environmental Policy Act, and is 
discussed in numerous court decisions. 
This term is not used in the regulation. 
in any event, the agency would not use 
the term in any but its commonly 
understood sense. 

The Agency chose not to include a 
definition of “state plans,” “direct 
Federal development,” or “Federal 
financial assistance.” Experience in 
other regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to Federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the list of program 
inclusions accompanying this 
rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

SBA also decided not to try defining 
“emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circustances is to give Federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, the 
Agency expects to use such provisions 
sparingly, and only when absolutely 
necessary. Thus it would be 
counterproductive to attempt, through a 


definition, to limit this flexibility by 
anticipating all possible circumstances 
when it might be needed. 

SBA-also does not believe a definition 
of “accommodate” is necessary. The 
concept of accommodation is addressed 
in § 135.10. In this section, the 
Administrator accepts the state process 
recommendation or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If the Agency does 
not provide an accommodation in one of 
these two ways, it must provide an 
explanation. Since SBA believes the 
section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the Agency considered 
whether to include a definition of the 
term “state process recommendation.” 
SBA concluded that a definition of this 
term would not materially help clarify 
those situations in which the Agency 
has an obligation to “accommodate or 
explain” in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term’s function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble, 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 135.3 What programs and 
activities of the Agency are subject to 
these regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the Federal agencies in developing their 
lists of programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all Federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development progams and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-Federal funds for, or are 
directly affected by the proposed 
Federal action. Programs and activities 
not falling into either of these categories 
are clearly outside the scope of the 
Order (e.g., Coast Guard search and 
rescue activities, procurement of 
military weapon systems). It is 
appropriate for Federal agencies to 
decide which of their activities are 
Federal financial] assistance or direct 
Federal development. 
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There are also actions related to 
Federal financial assistance or direct 
Federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the Agency’s budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). The 
sheer volume of transactions 
representing direct payments to 
individuals and the need for timely 
disbursement precludes any reasonable 
attempt at review and comment. 

A purpose of block grant programs is 
to give funding discretion to state and 
local governments. There is little point 
in requiring state and local coordination 
of funding decisions under block grants 
when the state and local governments, 
rather than the Federal Government, 
have all the discretion with respect to 
grant applications or other decisions. 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, SBA believes these 
should continue to be excluded from the 
listing of program and activities which 
are eligible for selection for a state 
process. However, in response to 
comments, SBA has reviewed the 
criteria for exclusion as well as the 
particular exclusions that were 
proposed in January. These criteria and 
particular exclusions are discussed in 
more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the Agency 
is publishing a notice listing these 
“included” programs and activities. This 
information is being published in a 
separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule in order to allow future changes 
to be made more conveniently. SBA will 
seek public comment on proposed future 
program or activity exclusions as these 
occur. 


Section 135.4 What are the 
Administrator's general responsibilities 
under the Order? 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 
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Section 135.5 What is the 
Administrator’s obligation with respect 
to Federal interagency coordination? 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a Federal single point of 
contact, asked SBA and other Federal 
agencies to do more in ensuring that 
Federal agencies communicate not only 
with state and local elected officials but 
also with each other. The Agency 
believes that this point is well taken. 
Many programs and projects require 
information or approvals from a number 
of Federal agencies, and Federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, SBA is adding a new 
section, the language of which is derived 
from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Administrator, 
to the maximum extent practicable, will 
consult with and seek advice from all 
other substantially affected Federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and SBA regarding programs 
and activities covered under these 
regulations, 


Section 135.6 What procedures apply to 
the selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by section 135.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB's 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. SBA believes that 
these requirements are clear and that 


further administrative requirements 
imposed by regulations are unnecessary 
and would, in many cases, delay or 
interfere with the establishment of a 
state process. In particular, the Agency 
does not believe that the Order 
contemplates so rigid a requirement as a 
sign-off by an official of each local 
jurisdiction in a state before a process 
may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c) 
and (b), respectively, of §135.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Administrator with each change in 
its program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the Agency to 
establish deadlines for states to inform 
the Administrator of changes in program 
selections. The primary reason for this 
provision is to expedite processing of 
assistance applications and to reach 
decisions:on projects at times of heavy 
workload, such as the end of the fiscal 
year. For example, deadlines could be 
set to avoid having to make midstream 
changes in coordination procedures on 
short notice. In addition, SBA has made 
some editorial changes for better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§135.7, discussed below. 


Section 135.7 How does the 
Adminisirator communicate with state 
and local officials concerning the 
Agency's programs and activities? 

Paragraph (a) is: reserved. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The Agency must pursue 
such notification and consultation 
practices under these authorities even 
where the program or activity 
is selected for a state process. The 
Agency may also take the initiative at 
any time to contact any interested 
person or entity about one of the 
Agency's programs or activities. Further, 
SBA need not rely on the state process 
or the single point of contact to bring 
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about this communication or 
consultation. 

When the Agency notifies the state 
process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of section 401 is the responsibility of the 
state process. The single point of contact 
could be the information channel for this 
purpose. SBA need not notify areawide, 
regional, and local entities separately in 
this situation, but may do so. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the SBA 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The Agency will 
carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development. This notice may be either 
direct (e.g., a letter to the mayor of an 
affected city) or through publication 
(e.g., a notice in the Federal Register or 
ina publication widely available in the 
area potentially affected by the 
proposed Federal action). The notice 
will alert the directly affected entities 
concerning the proposed action and 
identifying who in SBA should be 
contacted for more information. 


Section 135.8 How does the 
Administrator provide states the 
opportunity of commenting on proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development? 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 135.6(c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 135.8{a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Administrator would give states at least 
30 days to comment on any proposed 
Federal financial assistance-or direct 
Federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 
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In response to these comments, SBA 
has decided to lengthen the comment 
period to 60 days in all cases (including 
interstate matters). 

The Administrator will establish, by 
notice to the point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 to 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. Where a program or 
activity is not selected for the state 
process, the Agency will provide notice, 
including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local entities regarding the 
proposed Federal action. Because 
paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Administrator will establish this 
starting date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Administrator to 
establish deadlines for submission of 
various materials is no longer necessary 
and has been deleted. When 
establishing deadlines, the 
Administrator will ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application 
or project proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 135.6(a) of the NPRM. 
The provisions of this section apply to 
cases in which review, coordination, 
and communication with the 
Department have been delegated. This 
paragraph is intended to make clear that 
when this responsibility is delegated, 
these procedures apply just as if the 
matter were handled at the state level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key step in a timely review, and that 
a full and complete application was 
generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
to be useful. The Agency is aware of 
these concerns, but in the interest of 
retaining as much flexibility as possible 
for the state process, has decided not to 
require applicants to submit notices of 
intent or full and complete applications 
at particular points in time to the state 
process. SBA encourages applicants at 
an early stage to notify and talk with 
officials and entities who have the 
opportunity to review and comment on 
the application. 

Paragraph (e) of § 135.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 135.9 of the 
final rule describes how the 
Administrator receives and responds to 
comments. 


Section 135.9 How does the 
Administrator receive and respond to 
comments? 


This new section replaces § 135.6(e) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 


Secretary's obligations concerning the 
receipt of and response to comments. 
Section 135.6(e) had provided that the 
Secretary would respond as provided in 
the Order to all comments from a state 
that are provided through a state office 
or official that acts as a single point of 
contact under the Order between the 
state and the Federal agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to Federal 
agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the Agency's decision 
explicitly to implement through these 
regulations section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, the 
Agency has made substantial changes to 
this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implemention of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between Federal-state/ 
local and state/local-Federal entities 
and officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-Federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed Federal actions. It 
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does not matter to SBA whether this 
single point of contact also has a 
substantive role in preparing comments. 
That is up to the state and local elected 
officials who establish each state 
process. SBA is concerned only that the 
single point of contact communicate 
those comments and recommendations 
to the Agency. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the 
Administrator to follow the 
‘accommodate or explain” procedures 
of § 135.10 if two conditions are met. 
First, the state must have designated a 
single point of contact. Second, the 
single point of contact must have 
transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
Agency.) If these conditions are not met, 
the Administrator will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities to the state 
and Federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that Federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, SBA will 
always fully consider all comments it 
receives under these regulations. 

The SBA’s practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the Agency's “accommodate or explain” 
responsibility will be greatly aided 
when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
serveral commenters said that it would 
be difficult or undesirable to achieve 
consensus with respect to some projects 
or programs. Many of these comments 
were in connection with the 30-day 
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review period proposed by the NPRM, 
saying that more than 30 days was 
needed if consensus were to be reached. 
The extension of the review period to 60 
days in the final rule should mitigate 
this concern. 

In addition, SBA will respond as 
provided in section 135.10 to a state 
process recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from SBA under these rules. Moreover, 
because the single point of contact is 
required under paragraph (b)(2) of this 
section to pass through comments that 
differ from the state process 
recommendation, all officials and 
entities within a state are assured that 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the Agency. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the Agency before the 
review and comment period ends. These 
entities may also choose to send their 
comments directly to SBA concurrent 
with their sending them to the state 
process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the 
Agency all comments received 
concerning a selected program or 
activity that differ from a state process 
recommendation. This requirement will 
ensure that, as section 401 specifies, the 
Agency considers all views from state, 
areawide, regional, and local entities or 
officals. It should also reassure 
commenters that the views of concerned 
officials are not subject to any “pocket 
veto” by the single point of contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the Agency 
makes provision for responding to 
comments in situations where there is 
no state process or for programs that are 
not selected for a state process. . 
Paragraph (c) provides that in the 
absence of a state process, or if the 
single point of contact does not transmit 
a state process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Agency. The Agency is obligated to 
consider these comments. Paragraph (d) 
makes a similar provision for situations 


where the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of the 
Agency. The Agency deliberated 
whether in this rule to require applicants 
to transmit all comments they had 
received. SBA decided not to impose 
such a requirement in this rule but 
expects applicants to do so. SBA retains 
the option of selectively requiring an 
applicant to do this as part of an 
application kit or in a notice of 
availability of funds. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
Agency's obligation to consider all the 
comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the Agency. This obligation 
derives directly from section 401. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that SBA and other Federal agencies 
impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that Federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 
each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that Federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
Federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that Federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although SBA recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the Agency does not believe it is 
appropriate to impose specific 
regulatory requirements regarding 
administrative details of this kind. SBA 
believes that each state process should 
establish the “paper flow” procedures 
best suited to its situation. Where the 
state process decides to send comments 
to the applicant, the Agency will expect 
the applicant to forward those 
comments with its application to the 
Agency. However, this does not obviate 
the necessity for transmitting the state 
process recommendation to SBA 
through the single point of contact. The 
point here is that state processes have 
the option of also sending comments 
through the applicant to the Federal 
Government with each application, and 
thus alleviate concerns that the 
application and comments might 
otherwise fail to be joined together by 
the Agency. 


Section 135.10 How does the 
Administrator make efforts to 
accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
Agency through a single point of 
contact, SBA becomes obligated to 
accommodate or explain. This means 
that SBA need not accommodate or 
explain comments that: (1) Do not 
constitute or form the state process 
recommendation, or (2) are not provided 
through a single point of contact. The 
Agency will fully consider all such 
comments, but there will be no 
“accommodate or explain” obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that SBA may not also 
inform the single point of contact of a 
nonaccommodation by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or in a personal 
meeting. However, whether or not such 
conversation or communication occurs, 
the Agency will always send a written 
explanation of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, SBA will 
not implement a decision for ten days 
after the single point of contact receives 
the explanation. A few commenters 
suggested that this waiting period 
should be longer than ten days; 
however, SBA believes that to avoid 
unduly delaying the award of Federal 
financial assistance or the start of direct 
Federal development, a longer period 
should not be provided. SBA believes 
that ten days will be adequate time for 
the state process to formulate an 
appropriate political response if the 
issue is sufficiently important within the 
state. 

The Agency has included a new 
paragraph (c) in the regulation to clarify 
when the ten-day waiting period begins 
to run. If SBA has made a telephone call 
(or other oral communication) to the 
single point of contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the Agency 
sends a letter but does not make a 
telephone call, the ten-day period begins 
on the date the single point of contact is 
presumed to have received it. This 





presumptive date of receipt is five days 
from the date on which the letter is sent, 
a period consistent with the 
longstanding successful practice of the 
Social Security Administration and 
longer than that used for presumptive 
receipt of official papers in many other 
legal contexts. In effect, SBA will be free 
to begin carrying out its decision on the 
sixteenth day after the day the Agency 
sent the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, 
SBA will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the Agency's responsibilities to 
accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


Section 135.11 What are the 
Administrator’s obligations in interstate 
situations? 


This section is based on § 135.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases. 

SBA received several comments on its 
handling of interstate situations. Most of 
these comments asked for greater 
Federal guidance or involvement in 
interstate situations, especially when 
various affected states did not agree 
with one another. Some commenters 
also said that greater attention should 
be given to the role of interstate 
metropolitan areas and the designated 
areawide entities that represent them. 

SBA does not believe that it is 
necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the Agency's 
interest to have affected states mutually 
agree on the Agency’s programs and 
projects that affect interstate situations. 
On a case-by-case basis, as appropriate, 
SBA will work with officials of states 
involved in an interstate situation in an 
attempt to secure this agreement. This 
should not be a regulatory requirement, 
however. 

SBA believes that designated 
areawide agencies in interstate 
metropolitan areas have an important 
role to play. Consequently, paragraph 
(a)(3) now specifically mentions 
designated areawide entities among 
those which the Agency will make 
efforts to notify in interstate situations. 


OMB will periodically provide SBA with 
a list of designated interstate areawide 
entities. Paragraph (a)(4) provides that 
the recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
the Agency if it is sent through a state 
single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 

For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
by the Agency, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
Agency through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, SBA is 
obligated to accommodate or explain. If 
a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state’s single point of contact, 
SBA would also accommodate or 
explain that recommedation as well. 


Section 135.12 [Reserved] 


Section 135.13 May the Administrator 
waive any provision of these 
regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
Federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. SBA is strongly 
committed to compliance with the 
Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provision of these regulations. If SBA 
uses the emergency waiver provision, 
SBA will attempt, to the extent feasible 
and meaningful, to involve the state 
process in subsequent decisionmaking 
concerning the matter about which the 
waiver was used. In addition, SBA will 
keep records of all situations in which 
the emergency waiver was used. 


Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
comments made to SBA to which SBA 
would like to respond. Several 
commenters said that the Office 
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Management and Budget should have a 
stronger oversight role, thus ensuring 
that Federal agencies carry out their 
obligations under the Order and these 
regulations. Behind these comments 
seems to be a concern that Federal 
agencies are not really interested in 
consulting with state and local 
governments and a view that, in the 
absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

SBA wants to state unequivocally that 
it is fully committed to implementing all 
of the provisions of the Order and these 
regulations, and will act quickly to 
respond to complaints from state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities that mistakes or omissions 
have been made with respect to the 
Agency's obligations. Carrying out this 
Order faithfully and forcefully is an 
important part of the Administration’s 
Federalism policy, and the 
Administration's policymaking officials 
intend the policy to be carried out fully 
by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to Federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and wavers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
Federal agencies. OMB is not intended 
to have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to Federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of this Agency are responsible to the 
Administrator, who in turn is 
responsible to the President for carrying 
out important Administration policy. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded SBA and other agencies that 
we should continue to follow existing 
statutory requirements that affect many 
Federal agencies, with respect to 
environmental impact statements, 
historic preservation, civil rights, etc. 
The Agency will continue to follow all 
such crosscutting requirements and 
other independent consultation 
requirements. To the extent that it is 
feasible to do so, SBA will work with 
states to integrate handling of some of 
these crosscutting requirements with the 
official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state's 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, SBA will continue to meet 
all legal requirements in these areas. 
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In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouse often coordinated 
responses to Federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 


In the NPRM, SBA proposed that the 
following program be covered by the 
proposed rule: the Small Business 
Development Center (SBDC) Program, 
authorized by section 21(a)(1) of the 
Small Business Act, 15 U.S.C. 648(a)(1). 
The SBDC program involves direct 
grants to states or other authorized 
entities for small business development 
centers and is therefore, appropriately 
covered by the provisions of this rule. 

The NPRM proposed to exclude from 
the coverage of the proposed regulation 
the following programs because they 
involve direct financial assistance 
between the Federal Government and 
nongovernmental entities and do not 
involve state or local government 
entities: the State and Local 
Development Company Program 
authorized by sections 501, 502 and 503 
of the Small Business Investment Act of 
1958, 15.U.S.C. 695, 696, 697; the 
Pollution Control Program, authorized 
by section 404(b) of the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958, 15 U.S.C. 694-1; 
and the Small Business Investment 
Company Program, authorized by 
section 301 and the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958, 15 U.S.C. 681. In 
the NPRM, SBA proposed to exclude the 
following program from the coverage of 
the proposed regulation because it 
involves only direct financial assistance 
between the Federal Government and 
individuals, businesses, or nonprofit 
organizations: the Disaster Loan 
Program, authorized by sections 
7(b)(2)(C) and (D) of the Small Business 
Act, 15 U.S.C. 638(b)(2)(C) and (D). 

SBA received 11 comments which 
addressed the scope of the proposed 
regulations. The comments fall into five 


distinct categories which will be 
addressed separately below. After 
careful consideration of all comments, 
SBA intends to retain the inclusions and 
exclusions proposed in the NPRM. SBA 
will publish for public comment any 
future proposed exclusions. SBA will 
also publish in the Federal Register any 
future changes in or additions to the 
scope of the coverage of this rule. 

One comment suggested that all of our 
exclusions be reconsidered. This 
comment did not specify the state’s 
concerns, and therefore we are not able 
to formulate an appropriate amendment 
to the exclusionary provision in 
response to this comment. 

Another comment requested that our 
Small Business Development Center 
Program not be excluded from coverage 
under these regulations. This program 
was not excluded in the original 
proposal, and there is no intention to 
provide an exclusion in the final 
regulations. 

A third group of comments suggested 
that all of our loan programs be covered 
by the regulations. SBA’s loan programs 
are designed to provide financial 
assistance from SBA directly to 
individual borrowers: This is true for all 
our loan assistance programs. Therefore, 
we do not feel that these programs come 
within the purview of the Executive 
Order which relates to financial 
assistance provided by Federal 
agencies. 

Another comment suggested that SBA 
include grants made for small business 
economic research under coverage of 
these regulations. The statutory 
authority for such grants has been 
eliminated by operation of law, and 
replaced by the authority for Small 
Business Development Centers 
(SBDC’s). Since SBDC’s are specifically 
covered by these regulations, we trust 
that the commenting state’s concerns 
will be allayed. 

Finally, a series of comments 
suggested that SBA’s Small Business 
Investment Company (SBIC) and State 
and Local Development Company 
Programs be brought under the coverage 
of these regulations. In these programs, 
SBA makes financial assistance 
available to SBIC’s and development 
companies, which in turn make financial 
assistance available to business 
concerns for certain statutorily specified 
purposes, such as business development 
and job creation. The financial 
assistance which SBA makes available 
includes either direct loans to SBIC’s 
and development companies or the 
purchase or guarantee of the debentures 
of SBIC’s and development companies. 


No grants are involved in these 
programs. 

The SBIC’s and development 
companies are not state or local 
agencies. The only involvement between 
the SBIC’s development companies and 
the state or localities presently required 
by SBA’s legislation and regulations is a 
requirement that the companies be 
chartered by the state in which they do 
business just as other corporations are 
chartered. 

Therefore, it is SBA’s position that the 
SBIC and development company 
programs do not come within the 
coverage of Executive Order 12372 and 
should be excluded from coverage under 
these regulations. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


SBA has determined that this is not a 
major rule under Executive Order 12291. 
The rule will simplify consultation with 
SBA and allow state and local 
governments to establish cost effective 
consultation procedures. For this reason, 
the Agency believes that any economic 
impact the regulation has will be 
positive. In any event, it is unlikely that 
its economic impact will be significant. 
Consequently SBA certifies, under the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, that this rule 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. This rule is not subject to 
section 3504(h) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, since it does not require 
the collection or retention of 
information. 

1. For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, the Small Business 
Administration amends Title 13, Code of 
Federal Regulations, by adding a new 
Part 135, to read as follows: 


PART 135—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF SMALL BUSINESS 
ADMINISTRATION PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

135.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

135.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

135.3 What programs and activities of the 
Agency are subject to these regulations? 

135.4 What are the Administrator's general 
responsibilities under the Order? 

135.5 What is the Administrator's obligation 
with respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

135.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities 
under these regulations? 

135.7 How does the Administrator 
communicate with state and local 
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Sec. 
officials concerning the Agency's 
programs and activities? 

135.8 How does the Administrator provide 
states an opportunity to comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development? 

135.9 How does the Administrator receive 
and respond to comments? 

135.10 How does the Administrator make 
efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 

135.11 What are the Administrator's 
obligations in interstate situations? 

135.12 [Reserved]. 

135.13 May the Administrator waive any 
provision of these regulations? 

Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 

1982 {47 FR 30959), as amended Apri! 8, 1983 

(48 FR 15887); Sec. 401 of the 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 

as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506). 


§ 135.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of the 
Agency, and are not intended to create 
any right or benefit enforceable at law 
by a party against the Agency or its 
officers. 


§ 135.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 


“Agency or SBA” means ine U.S. 
Small Business Administration. 

“Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983, and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“Administrator” means the 
Administrator of the U.S. Small Business 
Administration or an official or 
employee of the Agency acting for the 
Administrator under a delegation of 
authority. 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 


U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 135.3 What programs and activities of 
the Agency are subject to these 
regulations? 


The Administrator publishes in the 
Federal Register a list of the Agency’s 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations and identifies which 
of these are subject to the requirements 
of section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act. 


§ 135.4 What are the Administrator’s 
generai responsibilities under the Order? 


(a) The Administrator provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those state and local 
governments that would provide the 
non-Federal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed Federal 
financial assistance from, or direct 
Federal development by, the SBA. 

(b) If a state adopts a process under 
the Order to review and coordinate 
proposed Federal financial assistance 
and direct Federal development, the 
Administrator, to the extent permitted 
by law: 

(1) Uses the state process to 
determine official views of state and 
local elected officials; 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
state and local elected official's 
concerns with proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development that are communicated 
through the state process; 

(4) Allows the states to simplify and 
consolidate existing federally required 
state plan submissions; 

(5) Where state planning and 
budgeting systems are sufficient and 
where permitted by law, encourages the 
substitution of state plans for federally 
required state plans; 

(6) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected state and local elected officials 
in one state with those of another state 
when proposed Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development has an impact on interstate 
metropolitan urban centers or other 
interstate areas; and 

(7) Support state and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 
planning organization which is 
federally-funded, which has a limited 
purpose, and which is not adequately 
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representative of, or accountable to, 
state or local elected officials. 


§ 135.5 What is the Administrator’s 
obligation with respect to Federal 
interagency coordination? 


The Administrator, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected Federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the SBA regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§ 135.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 
these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 135.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities, 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify the Administrator of the 
Agency’s programs and activities 
selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify the 
Administrator of changes in its 
selections at any time. For each change, 
the state shall submit to the 
Administrator an assurance that the 
state has consulted with elected local 
officials regarding the change. The 
Agency may establish deadlines by 
which states are required to inform the 
Administrator of changes in their 
program selections. 

(d) The Administrator uses a state’s 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
after the Administrator is notified of its 
selections. 


§ 135.7 How does the Administrator 
communicate with state and local officials 
concerning the Agency’s programs and 
activities? 

(a) [Reserved]; 

(b) The Administrator provides notice 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a state of 
proposed Federal financial assistance or 
direct Federal development if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; or 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process. 


This notice may be made by publication 
in the Federal Register or other 
appropriate means, which the Agency in 
its discretion deems appropriate. 
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§ 135.8 How does the Administrator 
provide states an opportunity to comment 
on proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Administrator gives state processes 
or directly affected state, areawide, 
regional and local officials and entities: 

(i) [Reserved]; 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by the Administrator to 
comment on proposed direct Federal 
development or Federal financial 
assistance. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the Agency have been delegated. 


§ 135.9 How does the Administrator 
receive and respond to comments? 

(a) The Administrator follows the 
procedures in § 135.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
Federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 135.6. 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation. 

(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Agency. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
the Agency. In addition, if a state 


process recommendation for a 
nonselected program or activity is 
transmitted to the Agency by the single 
point of contact, the Administrator 
follows the procedures of § 135.10 of this 
Part. 

(e) The Administrator considers 
comments which do not constitute a 
state process recommendation 
submitted under these regulations and 
for which the Administrator is not 
required to apply the procedures of 
§ 135.10 of this Part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact directly to the Agency by a 
commenting party. 


§ 135.10 How does the Administrator 
make efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns? 


(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to SBA 
through its single point of contact, the 
Administrator either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with a written explanation of the 
decision in such form as the 
Administrator in his or her discretion 
deems appropriate. The Administrator 
may also supplement the written 
explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Administrator informs the single point of 
contact that: 

(1) The Agency will not implement its 
decision for at least ten days after the 
single point of contact receives the 
explanation; or 

(2) The Administrator has reviewed 
the decision and determined that, 
because of unusual circumstances, the 
waiting period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 


(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification 5 days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


§ 135.11 What are the Administrator’s 
obligations in interstate situations? 

(a) The Administrator is responsible 
for: 

(1) Identifying proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select SBA's program 
or activity; 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those states that have not adopted a 
process under the Order or do not select 
the Agency’s program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 135.10 of 
this Part if the Administrator receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the Agency have 
been delegated. 

(b) The Administrator uses the 
procedures in § 135.10 if a state process 
provides a state process 
recommendation to the Agency through 
a single point of contact. 


§ 135.12 [Reserved]. 


*§ 135.13 May the Administrator waive any 


provision of these regulations? 

In an emergency, the Administrator 
may waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

Dated: June 9, 1983. 

James C. Sanders, 
Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 83-16633 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 
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SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 


Programs and Activities Subject to 
intergovernment Review 


AGENCY: Small Business Administration. 
ACTION: Notice. 


summary: In Part XXVII of today's 
Federal Register the Small Business 
Administration (SBA) published final 
regulations implementing Executive 
Order 12372, “Intergovernmental Review 
of Federal Programs.” The regulations 
can be found at Part 135 of Title 13 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations. 


Pursuant to § 135.3 of Title 13, Code of 
Federal Regulations, SBA is now 
publishing a list of the Agency's 
programs and activities that are subject 
to the intergovernmental review 
regulations (13 CFR Part 135). 
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Martin D. Teckler, Associate General 
Counsel, 1441 L Street, N.W.., 
Washington, D.C. 20416. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: SBA 
regulations found at 13 CFR Part 135 
require SBA to follow an 
intergovernmental review system for 
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programs through which the Agency 
provides financial assistance directly to 
individual states or localities. Therefore, 
the only SBA program which is subject 
to the intergovernmental review 
regulations is the Small Business 
Development Center program, 
authorized by section 21(a)(1) of the 
Small Business Act, 15 U.S.C. 648(a)(1). 


Dated: June 9, 1983. 
James C. Sanders, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 83-16632 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 
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Tennessee Valley 
Authority 


Intergovernmental Review of Tennessee 
Valley Authority Programs and Activities; 
Final Rule, and 

intergovernmental Review of Federal 
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Development Programs and Activities; 
Program and Activity Inclusions; Notice 
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
18 CFR Part 1311 


intergovernmental Review of 
Tennessee Valley Authority Programs 
and Activities 


AGENCY: Tennessee Valley Authority. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order No. 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” and will assist TVA in 
carrying out its responsibilities under 
the TVA Act. The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development programs and 
activities of TVA. Executive Order No. 
12372 and these regulations are intended 
to replace the intergovernmenta! 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. They also 
implement section 401 of the 
Intergovernmenta! Cooperation Act. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 19383. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Richard Ginn, Economic and Community 
Development, Tennessee Valley 
Authority, 2E 55 Old City Hall, 
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902 (615-632- 
6605). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 24, 1983, 26 federal agencies 
published Notices of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM} to carry out 
Executive Order No. 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Order. 

Subsequently, TVA and the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development published NPRM’s, 
bringing to 28 the total number of 
proposals subject to public comment. 
TVA’s NPRM was published at 48 FR 
9,497-9,501 (1983). TVA, in conjunction 
with the other 27 federal agencies and 
OMB, published a notice in the Federal 
Register on April 21, 1983 (48 FR 17,101), 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to 
government-wide comments. 

TVA received no comments 
specifically related to the inclusion or 
exclusion of its programs from the 
coverage of the Order or other issues 
pertaining only to TVA. However, 
TVA’s proposed regulations generally 
followed the format utilized by the other 
federal agencies and OMB and other 
federal agencies received approximately 
160 comments on government-wide 
issues during the comment period which 
TVA has considered. 


In preparing the final rule, TVA 
considered these written comments as 
well as testimony at public meetings 
held in Washington on March 2, 1983, 
and May 5, 1983, and a hearing before 
the Senate Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, several changes 
have been made from the proposed rule. 
TVA is fully committed to carrying out 
Executive Order No. 12372, and intends, 
through these regulations, to 
communicate effectively with state and 
local elected officials and to 
accommodate their viewpoints to the 
greatest extent possible. These 
procedures will complement the other 
methods that TVA uses to coordinate its 
programs and activities with state, 
regional, and local governments and the 
public. 

Several state, local, and regional 
governments asked that the regulations 
not become effective on April 30, 1983, 
as the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wish to select for coverage. Responding 
to these requests, the President 
amended the Executive Order on April 
8, 1983, extending the effective date of 
these final regulations until September 
30, 1983 (48 FR 30,959; July 16, 1982). 
Accordingly, TVA's existing 
requirements and procedures under 
OMB Circular A-95 will continue in 
effect until September 30, 1983. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
No. 12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30,959; July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 


—Allows states, after consultation with 
local officials, to establish their own 
process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 
not; 

—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute state plans; and 

—Revokes OMB Circular A-95. 
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Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. No. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) a state must tell 
the federal agency which rrograms and 
activities are being inc}ded under the 
state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except OMB 
Circular A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
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to be managed under the state 

process. 

Federal agencies will list those federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities 
eligible for selection under the scope of 
the Order. After consulting with local 
elected officials, the state selects which 
of these federal programs and activities 
are to be reviewed through the state 
process and sends.OMB the initial list of 
selected programs and activities. 
Subsequent changes to the list are 
provided directly to the appropriate 
federal agencies. 

The federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. For 
any proposed action under a selected 
program or activity, the state has among 
its options those of: preparing and 
transmitting a state process 
recommendation through the single 
point of contact, forwarding the views of 
commenting officials and entities 
without a recommendation, and not 
subjecting the proposed action to state 
process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 
organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only-one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency’s nonaccommodation. No other 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
regulations for the single point of 
contact, although a state could choose to 
broaden the single point of contact role. 

The single point of contact need not 
submit for federal agency consideration 
those views sent to the single point of 
contact by commenting officials and 
entities regarding proposed actions 
where there is no state process 
recommendation. Commenting officials 
and entities can submit such views 
directly to the federal agency. 


A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
accommodated or explained response 
by the federal agency. Comments or 
views may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) accept the recommendation, 
(2)Teach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation, or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact: The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 
All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party 
to a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 


Section-by-Section Analysis 


In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, TVA altered the section 
and paragraph numbers of various 
portions of the rule. So that these 
changes will be easier to follow, we are 
providing a table showing where each 
portion of the proposed rule is covered 
in the final rule: 
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Final rule (section) 





1311.1 
1311.2 

| 1311.3 

.«| 1311.7(a) 
~| 1311.4 

--| 1311.6(b) 
.-| 1311.6(d) 
..| 1311.6(c) 
1311.8(b) 
1311.7(a) 
1311.8(a) 
1311.9 

| 1311.10(a) 
--| 1311.40(b), (c) 
| 1311.11 

| 1911.12 
| 1391.13 


1311.3(a) 
1311.3(b) 





1311.8... 
COUT is 
1311.10. 


Portions of the final rule not listed in 
this table (§ § 1311.5, 1311.6(a), 1311.7(b), 
and 1311.8(c)) are new. 


Section 1311.1 What is the purpose of 
these regulations? 


A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
governments, interest groups, and 
members of Congress, commented that 
the regulations implementing Executive 
Order No. 12372 should also implement 
each federal agency’s responsibilities 
under Title IV of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act (“ICA”) and section 
204 of the Demonstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act (“Model 
Cities Act”). TVA agrees and in fact 
structured its proposed regulations to 
implement the ICA to the extent 
possible within the government-wide 
regulatory framework (TVA does not 
make financial grants or distribute 
Model Cities Act funds, and the Model 
Cities Act is inapplicable to TVA). 

In light of these comments, the 
Executive Order was amended to 
reference section 204 of the Model Cities 
Act, and OMB and the other federal 
agencies have decided to modify their 
regulations to implement the applicable 
provisions of Title IV of the ICA and 
section 204 of the Model Cities Act. 
Consequently, although this does not 
require a substantive change in TVA’s 
regulatory approach, this change in the 
government-wide regulatory framework 
will allow TVA more flexibility in 
achieving its responsibilities under the 
ICA, and various other provisions of 
TVA’s proposed regulations have been 
modified accordingly. 

The text of section 401 is printed in 
the Department of Agriculture's final 
rule published elsewhere in this issue 
(see Supplementary Information Section 
of USDA's document). 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
aid for development purposes should be 
consistent as possible with the 
comprehensive planning activities at 
state, regional, and local levels. TVA, 
when considering and making efforts to 
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accommodate comments and 
recommendations it receives under 
these regulations, recognizes its 
responsibilities under this section and is 
committed to meeting them. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any rights of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
TVA and other federal agencies on one 
hand, and state and local elected 
officials on the other. The Order and 
these regulations presuppose, and rely 
on, the good faith of federal, state, and 
local officials in communicating with 
one another and seeking to understand 
one another's viewpoints. Agencies 
have statutory responsibilities under the 
laws on which these rules are based. In 
some cases, courts have held agency 
actions to be judicially reviewable 
under these statutes. By retaining 
paragraph (c) in the regulation, TVA is 
stating only these regulations are not 
grounds for judicial review of agency 
action beyond those afforded by the 
underlying statutes. 


Section 1311.2 What definitions apply 
to these regulations? 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. 
TVA does not believe that it is 
necessary to define any of these 
additional terms. The term 
“environmental impact statement” is a 
well-known term of art in environmental 
law and planning, is mentioned in the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and 
is discussed in numerous court 
decisions. This term is not used in the 
regulation. In any event, TVA would not 
use the term in any but its commonly 
understood sense. 

TVA chose not to include a definition 
of “direct federal development,” or 
“federal financial assistance.” 
Experience in other regulatory areas 
(e.g., civil rights regulations with respect 
to federal financial assistance) has 
shown that it is difficult to craft a 
concise, understandable, and 
comprehensive definition. An abstract 
definition always carries with it the 
danger of inadvertently leaving 
something in that should be excluded or 
leaving something out that should be 
included. Moreover, in these cases, the 
list of TVA activity and program 
inclusions accompanying this 
rulemaking provides adequate 
operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 


TVA also decided not to try defining 
“emergency” and “unusual 
circumstances.” With respect to terms 
like these, the dangers of 
overinclusiveness and 
underinclusiveness are particularly 
great. The purpose of an emergency 
waiver provision or discretion to deviate 
from certain requirements in unusual 
circumstances is to give federal agencies 
flexibility to deal with unforeseen 
situations and other problems beyond 
the agencies’ control. As stated in the 
preamble to the proposed rules, TVA 
expects to use such provisions sparingly, 
and only when absolutely necesssary. 
Thus it would be counterproductive to 
attempt, through a definition, to limit 
this flexibility by anticipating all 
possible circumstances when it might be 
needed. 

TVA also does not believe a definition 
of “accommodate” is necessary. The 
concept of accommodation is addressed 
in § 1311.10. In this section, TVA 
accepts the state process 
recommendation or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If TVA does not 
provide an accommodation in one of 
these two ways, it must provide an 
explanation. Since TVA believes the 
section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 

Finally, TVA considered whether to 
include a definition of the term “state 
process recommendation.” TVA 
concluded that a definition of this term 
would not materially help clarify those 
situations in which TVA has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term's function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


Section 1311.3 What programs and 
activities of TVA are subject to these 
regulations? 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of government- 
wide comments contended that it was 
contrary to the intent of the Order for 
agencies to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, and that the 
elected officials participating through 
the state process are the only proper 
parties to decide what should be 
excluded from the state process. Other 
government-wide comments objected to 
the various criteria used by some 
federal agencies in developing their lists 
of programs and activities that were 
being proposed for exclusion. TVA used 
the potential for significant impacts on 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


area or community planning or on the 
physical environment and TVA’s 
experience in implementing OMB 
Circular A-95 as its criteria for 
proposing exclusions. These criteria, 
which are derived from the ICA, were 
not objected to by any commenters. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope, as well as that of the ICA, is 
limited to federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development 
programs and activities, and the Order 
mandates consultation only when state 
and local governments provide non- 
federal funds for, or are directly affected 
by, the proposed federal action. 
Programs and activities not falling into 
either of these categories are clearly 
outside the scope of the Order (e.g., 
Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities, procurement of military 
weapon systems, TVA’s 
nonappropriated-funded power system 
activities). It is appropriate for federal 
agencies to decide which of their 
activities are federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. As TVA stated in the 
preamble to its proposed regulations, 
TVA actively seeks the viewpoints of 
state, regional, and local governments 
on its program and activities. TVA will 
continue to do this whether or not its 
programs and activities are subject to 
these procedures. 

There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and loca! coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of TVA’s budget proposals 
transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, TVA believes these 
should continue to be excluded from the 
listing of programs and activities which 
are eligible for selection for a state 
process. However, in response to 
government-wide comments, TVA has 
reviewed the criteria for exclusion as 
well as the particular exclusions that 
were proposed in its NPRM. Because the 
criteria TVA used are derived from the 
ICA and no objections to either these 
criteria or TVA's proposed exclusions 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


were received, TVA sees no reason to 
not adopt the exclusions as proposed. 

To provide information on the federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development activities and programs 
eligible for selection for state processes, 
TVA is publishing a notice listing these 
“included” programs and activities. This 
information is being published in a 
separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule to allow future changes to be 
made more conveniently. TVA will seek 
public comment on proposed future 
program or activity exclusions as these 
occur. 


Section 1311.4 [Reserved]. 


Section 1311.5 What is TVA’s 
obligation with respect to federal 
interagency coordination? 


Some government-wide comments, 
including those suggesting a federal 
single point of contact, asked that the 
regulations do more to ensure that 
federal agencies communicate not only 
with state and local elected officials but 
also with each other. TVA believes that 
this point is well taken. Many programs 
and projects require information or 
approvals from a number of federal 
agencies, and federal interagency 
communication is as important, in many 
cases, as intergovernmental 
communication. Consequently, TVA is 
adding a new section, the language of 
which is derived from subsection 401(d) 
of the ICA. The section provides that 
TVA, to the extent practicable, will 
consult with and seek advice from all 
other substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and TVA regarding programs 
and activities covered under these 
regulations. 


Section 1311.6 What procedures apply 
to the selection of programs and 
activities under these regulations? 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 1311.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 
obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an‘assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 


Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB's 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. TVA believes that 
these requirements are clear and that 
further administrative requirements 
imposed by regulations are unnecessary 
and would, in many cases, delay or 
interfere with the establishment of a 
state process. In particular, TVA does 
not believe that the Order contemplates 
so rigid a requirement as a sign-off by 
an official of each local jurisdiction in a 
state before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c), and (d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs (a), (c), 
and (b), respectively, of § 1311.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) of the final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
TVA with each change in its program 
selections an assurance that local 
elected officials were consulted about 
the change. This language emphasizes 
the continuing obligation of states to 
involve local elected officials in 
decisions concerning what programs are 
selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows TVA to establish 
deadlines for states to inform TVA of 
changes in program selections. The 
primary reason for this provision is to 
reach-decisions on projects with 
external time constraints or at times of 
heavy workload. For example, deadlines 
could be set to avoid having to make on 
short notice midstream changes in 
coordination procedures. In addition, 
some editorial changes have been made 
for better clarity. 

A number of government-wide 
comments asked what procedures apply 
when a state chooses not to adopt a 
process under the Order or when a 
particular program or activity is not 
selected for a state process. This 
question is answered-in paragraph (b) of 
§ 1311.7, discussed below. 


Section 1311.7 How does TVA 
communicate with state, regional, and 
local officials concerning TVA’s 
programs and activities? 


Paragraph (a) incorporates material 
from paragraphs 1311.3(b) and .6(b) of 
the NPRM, except that the final 
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regulation specifies that TVA's 
obligation to communicate with state, 
regional, and local elected officials 
applies to programs and activities 
subject to the Order that are covered by 
a state process. This change is intended 
to emphasize that it is with the state 
process, not just a Governor's office or 
other state government entity, that TVA 
will communicate with under these 
procedures. 

The notice provided for by this section 
is not exclusive. Many programs and 
activities have independent consultation 
or notification requirements, which 
apply even if a program is not selected 
for a state process. TVA must pursue 
such notification and consultation 
practices under these authorities even 
where the program or activity is selected 
for a state process. TVA may also take 
the initiative at any time to contact any 
iriterested person or entity about one of 
TVA’s programs or activities. Further, 
TVA need not rely on the state process 
or the single point of contact to bring 
about this communication or 
consultation. TVA considers this 
Exective Order process to be just one of 
many ways that TVA will have 
available to obtain the viewpoints of 
state, regional, and local governments 
and of the general public. As a 
grassroots agency, TVA works side by 
side with all levels of government in the 
Tennessee Valley region in both 
formulating and implementing the 
programs and activities which will 
benefit the citizens and environment of 
the region. 

When TVA notifies the state process 
with respect to a proposed action 
concerning a program or activity that 
has been selected for the state process, 
it is anticipated that the state process 
will notify areawide, regional, and local 
entities for purposes of section 401. The 
single point of contact could be the 
information channel for this purpose. 
TVA intends to notify areawide, 
regional, and local entities that would 
not obtain notification through the state 
process. Moreover, TVA will provide 
notice directly to those entities that 
TVA knows have a direct interest in the 
matter. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
government-wide comments on how 
agencies communicate with local 
elected officials in situations where a 
state does not have a state process or 
where the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity. TVA will 
carry out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional, or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 





by the proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., in a 
publication widely available in the area 
potentially affected by the proposed 
federal action) or direct (e.g., a letter to 
the mayor of an affected city). The 
notice will alert the directly affected 
entities concerning the proposed action 
and identify who in TVA should be 
contacted for more information. 


Section 1311.8 How does TVA provide 
states the opportunity of commenting on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development? 


More government-wide comments— 
over a third of the total—addressed 
§ 1311.6(c} of the NPRM (redesignated 
§ 1311.8{a) in the final rule) than any 
other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, TVA 
would give states at least 30 days to 
comment on any proposed federal 
financial! assistance or direct federal 
development. Almost all commenters 
discussing this point felt 30 days was 
too brief a period to develop comments, 
particularly when disagreements among 
various interested parties within the 
state need to be resolved. Commenters 
requested a number of longer comment 
periods, including 35, 45, 50, and 60 
days. Some of these comments 
suggested that an additional period— 
normally between 15 and 30 days—be 
available to states either at their 
discretion or when disputes needed to 
be resolved. In response to these 
comments, TVA has decided to lengthen 
the comment period to 60 days in all 
cases (including interstate matters). 

TVA will establish, by notice to the 
single point of contact or to directly 
affected entities, a date from which the 
60-day comment period will begin to 
run. This information could be provided, 
for example, in program specific 
announcements concerning a direct 
development project. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, TVA will provide notice, 
including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities regarding the 
proposed federal action. Because 
paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
TVA will establish this starting date, the 
language of the NPRM permitting TVA 
to establish deadlines for submission of 
various materials is no longer necessary 
and has been deleted. When 
establishing deadlines, TVA will ensure 
that commenting parties are afforded 
adequate time to review and comment 
on a project proposal. 


Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 1311.6{a) of the NPRM. 
The provisions of this section apply to 
cases in which review, coordination, 
and communication with TVA have 
been delegated. This paragraph is 
intended to make clear that when this 
responsibility is delegated, these 
procedures apply just as if the matter 
were handled at the state level. 


Section 1311.9 How does TVA receive 
and respond to comments? 


This new section replaces § 1311.6(d) 
of the NPRM in part and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail TVA’s 
obligations concerning the receipt of and 
response to comments. Section 1311.6{d) 
had provided that TVA would respond 
as provided in the Order to all 
comments from a state that are provided 
through a state office or official that acts 
as a single point of contact under the 
Order between the state and federal 
agencies. 

About a quarter of all government- 
wide comments received discussed this 
“single point of contact” concept, with a 
majority of those comments opposing 
the establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious 
reservations about how it would work. 
Some of these comments wanted to 
permit multiple points of contact within 
a state instead of only one. The reasons 
expressed for this opposition fell into 
two major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect, veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
agencies of the viewpoints of local 
elected officials and regional areawide 
entities. In response to these comments, 
and consistent with the amended 
Executive Order, TVA has made 
substantial changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory and uniform 
implementation of the Executive Order 
requires a means of handling the 
communication and information flow 
between federal-state/local and state/ 
local-federal entities and officials in as 
simple and understandable a way as 
possible. Designating a single point of 
contact will serve this end better than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agenices and all 
parties within a state know that a 
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particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

The primary role of the single point of 
contact is to act as a conduit—a means 
of transmission—for the comments of 
state, regional, and local officials on 
proposed federal actions. It does not 
matter under the Executive Order 
process whether this single point of 
contact also has a substantive role in 
preparing comments. That is up to the 
state and local elected officials who 
establish each state process. TVA is 
concerned only that the single point of 
contact communicate those comments 
and recommendations to TVA. 

Paragraph (a) obligates TVA to follow 
the “accommodate or explain” 
procedures of § 1311.10 if two conditions 
are met. First, the state must have 
designated a single point of contact. 
Second, the single point of contact must 
have transmitted a state process 
recommendation. If these conditions are 
not met, TVA will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, TVA will 
always fully consider all comments it 
receives whether under these 
regulations, through some other 
coordination process, or independent of 
any process. 

TVA's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. TVA expects that carrying 
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out TVA’s “accommodate or explain” 
responsibility will be greatly aided 
when a single, unified position is 
presented for response. However, 
several government-wide comments 
said that it would be difficult to achieve 
or undesirable to attempt consensus 
with respect to some projects or 
programs. Many of these comments 
were in connection with the 30-day 
review period proposed by the NPRM, 
saying that more than 30 days was 
needed if consensus were to be reached. 
The extension of the review period to 60 
days in the final rule should mitigate 
this concern. 

In addition, TVA will respond as 
provided in section 1311.10 to a state 
process recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from TVA under these rules. Moreover, 
because the single point of contact is 
required under paragraph (b)(2) of this 
section to pass through comments that 
differ from the state process 
recommendation, all officials and 
entities within a state are assured that 
comments that differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by TVA. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 
point of contact shguld advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to TVA before the review 
and comment period ends. These 
entities may also choose to send their 
comments directly to TVA concurrent 
with their sending them to the state 
process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of'contact to transmit to TVA all 
comments received concerning a 
selected program or activity that differ 
from a state process recommendation. 
This requirement will ensure that, as 
section 401 specifies, TVA will have the 
opportunity to consider all views from 
state, areawide, regional, and local 
entities or officials. It should also 
reassure commenters that the views of 
concerned officials are not subject to 
any “pocket veto” by the single point of 
contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), TVA makes 
provision for responding to comments in 
situations where there is no state 


process or for programs that are not 
selected for a state process. Paragraph 
(c) provides that in the absence of a 
state process, or if the single point of 
contact does not transmit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
TVA. TVA is obligated to consider these 
comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of TVA. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates TVA's 
obligation to consider all the comments 
it receives from state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
under these regulations, whether they 
are transmitted through a single point of 
contact or otherwise provided to TVA. 
This obligation derives directly from 
section 401. 


Section 1311.10 How does TVA make 
efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental viewpoints? 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to TVA 
through a single point of contact, TVA 
becomes obligated to accommodate or 
explain. This means that TVA need not 
accommodate or explain comments that 
(1) do not constitute or form the state 
process recommendation or (2) are not 
provided through a single point of 
contact. TVA will fully consider all such 
comments, but there will be no 
“accommodate or explain” obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of government-wide 
comments, paragraph (a)(3) of the final 
rule provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that TVA may not also 
inform the single point of contact and 
interested regional and local officials of 
a nonaccommodation by telephone, 
other telecommunication, or in a 
personal meeting. However, whether or 
not such conversation or communication 
occurs, TVA will always send a written 
explanation of the nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, TVA will 
not implement a decision for 10 days 
after the single point of contact receives 
the explanation. A few government- 
wide commenters suggested that this 
waiting period should be longer than 10 
days; however, TVA believes that to 
avoid unduly delaying the start of direct 
federal development a longer period 
should not be provided. TVA believes 
that 10 days will be adequate time for 
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the state process to formulate an 
appropriate course of action if the issue 
is sufficiently important within the state. 

TVA has included a new paragraph 
(c) in the regulation to clarify when the 
10-day waiting period begins to run. If 
TVA has made a telephone call (or other 
oral communication) to the single point 
of contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the 10-day period begins to 
run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If TVA sends 
a letter but does not make a telephone 
call, the 10-day period begins on the 
date the single point of contact is 
presumed to have received it. This 
presumptive date of receipt is five days 
from the date on which the letter is sent, 
a period consistent with the 
longstanding successful practice of the 
Social Security Administration and 
longer than that used for presumptive 
receipt of official papers in many other 
legal contexts. In effect, TVA will be 
free to begin carrying out its decision on 
the 16th day after the day TVA sent the 
letter. 

Some government-wide comments 
indicated what they sought most was 
federal agency responsiveness to their 
comments. These commenters felt the 
lack of responsiveness by some federal 
agencies was a significant failing of the 
intergovernmental process under OMB 
Circular A-95. In providing explanations 
of nonaccommodation, TVA will 
continue its efforts to be as responsive 
as practicable consistent with TVA’s 
responsibilities to accomplish program 
objectives and to expend funds in a 
sound financial manner. 


Section 1311.11 What are TVA’s 
obligations in interstate situations? 


This section is based on § 1311.8 of 
the NPRM. One feature of the NPRM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases. 

Several government-wide comments 
were received on the handling of 
interstate situations. Most of these 
comments asked for greater federal 
guidance or involvement in interstate 
situations, especially when various 
affected states did not agree with one 
another. Some commenters also said 
that greater attention should be given to 
the role of interstate metropolitan areas 
and the designated areawide entities 
that represent them. 

TVA does not believe that it is 
necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
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procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in TVA’s interest 
to have affected states mutually agree 
on TVA’s programs and projects that 
affect interstate situations. On a case- 
by-case basis, as appropriate, TVA will 
work with officials of states involved in 
an interstate situation in an attempt to 
secure this agreement. This should not 
be a regulatory requirement, however. 
TVA believes that designated 
areawide agencies in interstate 
metropolitan areas have an important 
role to play. Consequently, paragraph 
(a)(3) now specifically mentions 
designated areawide entities among 
those which TVA will make efforts to 
notify in interstate situations. OMB will 
periodically provide TVA with a list of 
designated interstate areawide entities. 
Paragraph (a)(4) provides that the 
recommendation of a designated 
interstate areawide entity will be given 
“accommodate or explain” treatment by 
TVA if it is sent through a state single 
point of contact and if the areawide 
entity has been delegated a review and 
comment role for the program or activity 
being commented on by a state process. 
For example, the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C., Area Council of 
Governments (COG) represents 
jurisdictions in an interstate area 
including parts of Maryland, Virginia, 
and the District of Columbia. If that 
Council of Governments was delegated 
a specific review role and makes a 
recommendation on a proposed action 
of a federal agency, and that 
recommendation is transmitted to the 
agency through the single point of 
contact of either Maryland, Virginia, or 
the District of Columbia, the agency is 
obligated to accommodate or explain. If 
a state process recommendation 
differing from the Washington COG 
recommendation is also transmitted by 
another state's single point of contact, 
the agency would also accommodate or 
explain that recommendation as well. 


Section 1311.12 [Reserved]. 


Section 1311.13 May TVA waive any 
provision of these regulations? 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few government-wide 
comments objected to this waiver 
provision, apparently in the belief that it 
was a loophole allowing federal 
noncompliance with the Executive 
Order. TVA is strongly committed to 
compliance with the Order and the ICA 
and will use the emergency waiver 
provision only in those rare instances 
where an unanticipated situation makes 
prompt action necessary without full 
compliance with all provisions of these 


regulations. If TVA uses the emergency 
waiver provision, TVA will attempt, to 
the extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, TVA will keep records of all 
situations in which the emergency 
waiver was used. 


Other Government-Wide Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there are several other 
government-wide comments which TVA 
would like to respond. Several 
commenters said that OMB should have 
a stronger oversight role, thus ensuring 
that federal agencies carry out their 
obligations under the Order and these 
regulations. Behind these comments 
seems to be a concern that federal 
agencies are not really interested in 
consulting with state and local 
governments and a view that, in the 
absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

TVA wants to state unequivocally 
that it is fully committed to 
implementing all of the provisions of the 
ICA, the Order, and these regulations 
and will act quickly to respond to 
complaints from state, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
that mistakes or omissions have been 
made with respect to TVA’s obligations. 
Carrying out this Order faithfully and 
forcefully is an important part of the 
Administration’s Federalism policy, and 
the Administration's policymaking 
officials intend the policy to be carried 
out fully by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB is not intended to 
have day-to-day operational 
responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, TVA staff 
are responsible to TVA's Board of 
Directors. 

Finally, a number of commenters 
reminded other agencies that they 
should continue to follow existing 
statutory requirements that affect many 
federal agencies with respect to 
environmental impact statements, 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 


historic preservation, civil rights, etc. 
TVA will continue to follow all such 
crosscutting requirements and other 
independent consultation requirements. 
To the extent that it is feasible to do so, 
TVA will work with states to integrate 
handling of some of these crosscutting 
requirements with the official state 
process. However, regardless of the 
structure of a state’s process or whether 
there is a state process at all, TVA will 
continue to meet all legal requirements 
in these areas. Moreover, TVA intends 
to continue its policy of widely 
coordinating its activities with 
potentially affected states, regional, and 
local governments and the public 
whether or not such activities are 
subject to the ICA, the Executive Order, 
these regulations, or other review 
requirements. 


Scope 


TVA received no comments on the 
exclusions it proposed in its draft 
regulations (48 FR 9499-9500). These 
exclusions are based on the criteria of 
the ICA and TVA's experience in 
implementing OMB Circular A-95. 
Accordingly, TVA has decided to adopt 
the exclusion as proposed. These 
exclusions are: 

1. Agreements involving minor land 
uses—TVA's experience has been that 
these kinds of actions normally do not 
have a significant impact on area and 
community planning or on the physical 
environment. 

2. Transfer or acquisition of land or 
landrights except transfers or 
acquisitions for major industrial, 
recreation, or commercial 
developments—it has been TVA's 
experience that these kinds of actions 
normally do not have a significant 
impact on area or community planning. 

3. Minor research or demonstration 
projects with state and local agencies or 
private organizations—TVA’'s 
experience has been that these kinds of 
activities normally do not have a 
significant impact on area or community 
planning. ' 

4. Technical and planning assistance 
activities—TVA's experience has been 
that these kinds of activities do not have 
a significant impact on area or 
community planning. 

5. Approvals under Section 26a of the 
TVA Act of minor structures, boat 
docks, or shoreline facilities—TVA's 
experience has been that these kinds of 
activities normally do not have a 
significant impact on area or community 
planning. 

TVA's power program—TVA's power 
program is self-financing and does not 
use appropriated funds. It is neither a 
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federal financial assistance program nor 
a direct federal development activity 
and, accordingly, not subject to the 
Executive Order or these regulations. 
TVA presently coordinates with state 
and local governments all power 
program construction activities for 
which an environmental impact 
statement is prepared under TVA’s 
NEPA procedures or which significantly 
affect the governmental responsibilities 
of a state or local government (those 
power-construction activities which 
would place potential demands on or 
impact state or local services such as 
policy and fire protection, health care, 
sewage treatment, solid waste disposal, 
and transportation). TVA intends to 
continue to coordinate such activities 
and will include coordination with the 
state single point of contact if a state 
desires. 


Executive Order No. 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


TVA has determined that this is not a 
major rule under Executive Order No. 
12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with TVA and allow state 
and local governments to establish cost 
effective consultation procedures. For 
this reason, TVA believes that any 
economic impact the regulation has will 
be positive. In any event, it is unlikely 
that its economic impact will be 
significant. Consequently, TVA certifies, 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 

This rule is not subject to section 
3504(h) of the Paperwork Reduction Act, 
since it does not require the collection or 
retention of information. 

W. F. Willis, 
General Manager. 

1. For the reasons set out in the 
Preamble, TVA amends Title 18, Code of 
Federal Regulations, by adding a new 
Part 1311, to read as follows: 


PART 1311—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
REVIEW OF TENNESSEE VALLEY 
AUTHORITY FEDERAL FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE AND DIRECT FEDERAL 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES 


Sec. 

1311.1 What is the purpose of these 
regulations? 

1311.2 What definitions apply to these 
regulations? 

1311.3 What programs and activities oi} TVA 
are subject to these regulations? 

1311.4 [Reserved] 

1311.5 What is TVA’s obligation with 
respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 


Sec. 

1311.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities . 
under these regulations? 

1311.7 How does TVA communicate with 
state, regional and local officials 
concerning TVA’s programs and 
activities? 

1311.8 How does TVA provide states an 
opportunity to comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development? 

1311.9 How does TVA receive and respond 
to comments? 

1311.10 How does TVA make efforts to 
accommodate intergovernmental 
viewpoints? 

1311.11 What are TVA’s obligations in 
interstate situations? 

1311.12 [Reserved] 

1311.13 May TVA waive any provision of 
these regulations? 

Authority: Tennessee Valley Authority Act 
of 1933, 48 Stat. 58, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 
831-831dd (1976; Supp. V, 1981); Executive 
Order No. 12372, July 14, 1982 (47 FR 30,959), 
amended April 8, 1983 (48 FR 15,887); Section 
401 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 
of 1968, as amended. 

§ 1311.1 What is the purpose of these 

regulations? 

(a) The regulations in this part 
implement Executive Order No. 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs,” issued July 14, 1982, and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 and are intended to assist TVA in 
carrying out its responsibilities under 
the TVA Act. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on state processes and on state, 
areawide, regional, and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
aid the internal management of TVA, 
and are not intended to create any right 
or benefit enforceable at law by a party 
against TVA or its officers. 

§ 1311.2 What definitions apply to these 

regulations? 

“TVA” means the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, a wholly owned corporation 
and independent instrumentality of the 
United States. 

“Order” means Executive Order No. 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983, and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” 

“State” means any of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 


U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 


§ 1311.3 What programs and activities of 
TVA are subject to these regulations? 
TVA publishes in the Federal Register 
a list of TVA’s federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities 
that are subject to these regulations. 


§ 1311.4 [Reserved.] 


§ 1311.5 What is TVA’s obligation with 
respect to federal interagency 
coordination? 

TVA, to the extent practicable, 
consults with and seeks advice from all 
other substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and TVA regarding programs 
and activities covered under these 
regulations. 


§ 1311.6 What procedures apply to the 
selection of programs and activities under 


these regulations? 

(a) A state may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 1311.3 of 
this Part for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each state, 
before selecting programs and activities, 
shall consult with local elected officials. 

(b) Each state that adopts a process 
shall notify TVA of the programs and 
activities selected for that process. 

(c) A state may notify TVA of changes 
in its selections at any time. For each 
change, the state shall submit to TVA an 
assurance that the state has consulted 
with local elected officials regarding the 
change. TVA may establish deadlines 
by which states are required to inform 
TVA of changes in their program 
selections. 

(d) TVA uses a state’s process as soon 
as feasible, depending on individual 
programs and activities, after TVA is 
notified of the states selections. 


§ 1311.7 How does TVA communicate with 


(a) For those programs and activities 
covered by a state process under 
§ 1311.6, TVA, to the extent permitted 
by law: 

(1) Uses the official state process to 
determine views of state and local 
elected officials, and 

(2) Communicates with state and local 
elected officials, through the official 
state process, as early in a program 
planning cycle as is reasonably feasible 
to explain specific plans and actions. 

(b) TVA provides notice to directly 
affected state, areawide, regional, and 
local entities in a state of proposed 





federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development if: 

(1) The state has not adopted a 
process under the Order; 

(2) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the state process; or 

(3) The particular government entity is 
not part of or involved in the state 
process. 


This notice may be made by a 
publication widely available in the 
potentially affected area or other 
appropriate means, which TVA in its 
discretion deems appropriate. 


§ 1311.6 How does TVA provide states an 
ps mated to comment on proposed 

federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development? 

(a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
TVA gives state processes or directly 
affected state, areawide, regional, and 
loca! officials and entities: 

(1) [Reserved] 

(2) At least 60 days from the date 
established by TVA to comment on 
proposed direct federal development or 
federal financial assistance. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
TVA have been delegated or when TVA 
provides notice directly to potentially 
affected state, areawide, regional, or 
local entities under § 1311.7(b). 


§ 1311.9 How does TVA receive and 
respond to comments? 

(a) TVA follows the procedures in 
§ 1311.10 if: 

(1) A state office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a state process and all 
federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
state process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 1311.6. 

(b) (1) The single point of contact is 
not obligated to transmit comments from 
state, areawide, regional, or local 
officials and entities where there is no 
state process recommendation; 
however, these officials or entities may 
submit comments directly to TVA for 
TVA’s consideration. 


(2) If a state process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a state has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a state 
process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
TVA. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a state process, state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities may submit comments to 
TVA. In addition, if a state process 
recommendation for a nonselected 
program or activity is transmitted to 
TVA by the single point of contact, TVA 
follows the procedures of § 1311.10 of 
this Part. 

(e) TVA considers comments which 
do not constitute a state process 
recommendation submitted under these 
regulations and for which TVA is not 
required to apply the procedures of 
§ 1311.10 of this Part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact or directly to TVA by a state, 
areawide, regional, or local government. 


§ 1311.10 How does TVA make efforts to 
accommodate intergovernmental 
viewpoints? 


(a) If a state process provides a state 
process recommendation to TVA 
through its single point contact, TVA 
either: 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the state process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
(including any regional or local office 
delegated a review and comment role by 
the state process) with written 
explanation of the decision in such form 
as TVA in its discretion deems 
appropriate. TVA may also supplement 
the written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunications, meeting with the 
single point of contact, and, as 
appropriate, other interested officials or 
offices, or other means. 
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(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, TVA 
informs the single point of contact that: 

(1) TVA will not implement its 
decision for at least 10 days after the 
single point of contact receives the 
explanation; or 

(2) TVA’s General Manager has 
reviewed the decision and determined 
that, because of unusual circumstances, 
the waiting period of at least 10 days is 
not feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, the explanation is 
presumed to have been received five 
days after the date of mailing of such 
notification. 


§ 1311.11 What are TVA’s obligations in 
interstate situations? 

(a) TVA is responsible for: 

(1) Identifying proposed federal 
financial assistance and direct federal 
development that potentially impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in states which have adopted a 
process and which select TVA’s 
program or activity; 

(3) In accordance with § 1311.7(b), 
making efforts to identify and notify the 
affected state, areawide, regional and 
local officials and entities in those 
states that have not adopted a process 
under the Order or do not select TVA's 
program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 1311.10 
of this Part if TVA receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with TVA have been 
delegated. 

(b) TVA uses the procedures in 
§ 1311.10 if a state process provides a 
state process recommendation to TVA 
through a single point of contact. 


§ 1311.12 [Reserved]. 
§ 1311.13 May TVA waive any provision of 
these regulations? 

In an emergency, TVA may waive any 
provision of these regulations. 


{FR Doc. 83-17090 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8120-01-M 
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Financial Assistance and Direct 
Federal Development Program and 
Activities; Program and Activity 
Inclusions 


AGENCY: Tennessee Valley Authority. 


ACTION: Notice of program and activity 
inclusions. 





SUMMARY: This notice set forth the list 
of those TVA Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
develepment activities and programs 
which are subject to TVA’s 
intergovernmental review regulations 
published elsewhere in this Federal 
Register and to be codified at 18 CFR 
Part 1311. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Richard Ginn, Economic and Community 
Development, Tennessee Valley 
Authority, 2E 55 Old City Hall, 
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902 (615/632- 
6605). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
today’s Federal Register, TVA is 
publishing its final regulations providing 
for the intergovernmental review of 
TVA's Federal financial assistance and 
direct Federal development programs 


and activities. These regulations 
implement Executive Order 12,372 and 
the applicable provisions of section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Corporation 
Act of 1968 and will assist TVA in 
carrying out its responsibilities under 
the TVA Act. 

TVA's regulations contemplate the 
development of a State process which 
will review and comment on certain of 
TVA’s programs and activities that are 
subject to the regulations and that the 
State process chooses to review. TVA's 
regulations also identify certain 
exclusions from the regulations. Subject 
to those exclusions, the following 
categories of TVA’s Federal financial 
assistance and direct Federal 
development programs and activities are 
subject to TVA’s intergovernmental 
review regulations and may be chosen 
by a State process for review: 


Direct Federal Development 


1. Disposal or acquisition of land, 
landrights, or mineral rights for major 
industrial, recreational, or commercial 
use or transfer of land to public entities 
for major public projects (e.g., waste 
water treatment, public recreation ports, 
and highways). 

2. New water control dam and 
reservoir construction-related activities. 


29401 


3. Reservoir water quality and land 
management plans. 
4. Major energy demonstrations. 


Economic and Technical Demonstrations 
and Assistance 


1. Major economic and community 
development demonstrations: 


—Specia! opportunity program 
—Minority economic development 

program 
—Floodplain management program 
—Navigation development program 
—Existing industries programs 

2. Major agricultural and chemical 
development demonstrations: 
—Chemical development program 
—National fertilizer program 
—Agricultural programs 

3. Major natural resource 
demonstrations. 


TVA will continue to coordinate its 
programs and activities (whether or not 
subject to TVA’s intergovernmental 
review regulations) in the many other 
ways it presently coordinates its 
actions. 

W. F. Willis, 

General Manager. 

[FR Doc. 63-17091 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8120-01-M 
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VETERANS ADMINISTRATION 
38 CFR Part 40 


Intergovernmental Review of the 
Veterans Administration Programs and 
Activities 


AGENCY: Veterans Administration. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: These regulations implement 
Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs.” The regulations apply to 
federal financial assistance and direct 
federal development programs and 
activities of the Veterans 
Administration (VA). Executive Order 
12372 and these regulations are intended 
to replace the intergovernmental 
consultation system developed under 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circular A-95. They also include 
sections satisfying the requirements of 
section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1983. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Raymond S. Blunt, Director, Office of 
Program Planning and Evaluation (07), 
Veterans Administration, 810 Vermont 
Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20420, 
(202) 389-2608. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


In the Federal Register of January 24, 
1983 (48 FR 3290) the Veterans 
Administration, along with 25 other 
federal agencies, published Notices of 
Proposed Rulemaking {NPRM} to carry 
out Executive Order 12372 or notices 
proposing that their programs not be 
subject to the Executive Order. 

Subsequently, two more agencies 
published NPRMs, bringing to 28 the 
total number of proposals subject to 
public comment. The VA, in conjunction 
with the other 27 federal agencies and 
OMB, published a notice in the Federal 
Register on April 21, 1983 (48 FR 171010) 
reopening the comment period, 
scheduling a public meeting for May 5, 
1983, and requesting comments on 
several tentative responses to 
comments. 

Including comments received by OMB 
and other federal agencies and which 
were also incorporated in the VA's 
rulemaking docket, the VA received 
approximately 160 comments on 
government-wide issues during the 
comment period. In addition, the VA 
received 5 comments specifically related 
to the inclusion or exclusion of the VA's 
programs from the coverage of the Order 


or other issues pertaining only to the 
VA. 

In preparing the final rule, the VA 
considered these comments as well as 
testimony at public meetings held in 
Washington on March 2, 1983, and May 
5, 1983, and a hearing before the Senate 
Intergovernmental Relations 
Subcommittee on March 3, 1983. 

Following consultation with OMB and 
the other 22 federal agencies that are 
issuing a final rule, the VA has made 
several changes from the proposed rule. 
The VA is fully committed to carrying 
out Executive Order 12372, and intends 
through these regulations to 
communicate effectively with state and 
local elected officials and to 
accommodate their concerns to the 
greatest extent possible. 

Several state, local, and regional 
agencies asked that the regulations not 
become effective on April 30, 1983, as 
the NPRM had contemplated. 
Postponing the effective date would give 
state and local elected officials more 
time to establish the state processes and 
to consider which federal programs they 
wished to select for coverage. 
Responding to these requests, the 
President amended the Executive Order 
on April 8, 1983, extending the effective 
date of these final regulations until 
September 30, 1983 (48 FR 15587, April 
11, 1983). The VA‘s existing 
requirements and procedures under 
OMB Circular A-95 will continue in 
effect until September 30, 1983. 


Executive Order 12291, Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and Regulatory 
Flexibility Act 


The VA has determined that this is 
not a major rule under Executive Order 
12291. The rule will simplify 
consultation with the VA and allow 
State and local governments to establish 
cost effective consultation procedures. 
For this reason, the VA believes that 
any economic impact the regulation has 
will be positive. In any event, it is 
unlikely that its economic impact will be 
significant. Consequently, the VA 
certifies, under the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, that this rule will not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
This rule is not subject to section 3504(h) 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act, since it 
does not require the collection or 
retention of information. 


List of Subjects in 38 CFR Part 40 


Intergovernmental relations, States, 
Veterans. 


Approved: June 14, 1983. 
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By direction of the Administrator. 
Everett Alvarez, Jr., 
Deputy Administrator. 


Introduction to the Rules 


The President signed Executive Order 
12372, “Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs,” on July 14, 1982 (47 
FR 30959, July 16, 1982). The objectives 
of the Executive Order are to foster an 
intergovernmental partnership and a 
strengthened Federalism by relying on 
state and local processes for state and 
local government coordination and 
review of proposed federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development. The Executive Order: 


—Allows states, after consultation with 
local officials, to establish their own 
process for review and comment on 
proposed federal financial assistance 
and direct federal development; 

—Increases federal responsiveness to 
state and local officials by requiring 
federal agencies to accommodate 
state and local views or explain why 
not; 

—Allows states to simplify, consolidate, 
or substitute. state plans; and, 

—Revokes OMB Circular No. A-95. 


Salient Features of the Policies 
Implementing E.O. 12372 


Three major elements comprise the 
scheme for implementing the Executive 
Order. These are the state process, the 
single point of contact, and the federal 
agency's “accommodate or explain” 
response to state and local comments 
submitted in the form of a 
recommendation. 


State Process 


The state process is the framework 
under which state and local officials 
carry out intergovernmental review 
activities under the Executive Order. 
The rule requires only two components 
for the state process: (1) a state must tell 
the federal agency which programs and 
activities are being included under the 
state process, and (2) a state must 
provide an assurance that it has 
consulted with local officials whenever 
it changes the list of selected programs 
and activities. (The Executive Order 
provides that states are also to consult 
with local governments when 
establishing the state process.) Any 
other components are at the discretion 
of the state. This lack of 
prescriptiveness gives state and local 
officials the flexibility to design a 
process that responds to their interests 
and needs. 

A state is not required to establish a 
state process. However, if no process is 
established, the provisions of the 
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Executive Order and the implementing 
rules (other than indicating how federal 
agencies will operate under such 
situations) are not applied. Existing 
consultation requirements of other 
statutes or regulations (except Circular 
A-95) would continue in effect, 
including those of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. The 
intergovernmental consultation 
provisions of Circular A-95 end as of 
September 30, 1983. 

While not required by the rule, most 
state processes will likely include the 
following components: 

—A designated single point of contact; 

—Delegations of review and comment 
responsibilities to particular state, 
areawide, regional, or local entities; 

—Procedures to coordinate and manage 
the review and comment on proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development, and to aid in 
reaching a state process 
recommendation; 

—A means of consulting with local 
officials; and, 

—A means of giving notice to 
prospective applicants for federal 
assistance as to how an application is 
to be managed under the state 
process. 

Federal agencies will list those 
programs and activities eligible for 
selection under the scope of the Order. 
After consulting with local elected 
officials, the state selects which of these 
federal programs and activities are to be 
reviewed through the state process and 
send OMB the initial list of selected 
programs and activities. Subsequent 
changes to the list are provided directly 
to the appropriate. federal agencies. The 
federal agency provides the state 
process with notice of proposed actions 
for selected programs and activities. 

For any proposed action under a 
selected program or activity, the state 
has among its options those of: 
preparing and transmitting a state 
process recommendation through the 
single point of contact; forwarding the 
views of commenting officials and 
entities without a recommendation; and 
not subjecting the proposed action to 
state process procedures. 

For proposed actions under programs 
or activities not selected, the federal 
agency would provide notice, 
opportunities for review, and 
consideration of comments consistent 
with the provisions of other applicable 
statutes or regulations. 


Single Point of Contact 


The state single point of contact, 
which may be an official or 


organization, is the only party that can 
initiate the “accommodate or explain” 
response by federal agencies. The single 
point of contact does so by transmitting 
a state process recommendation. (The 
terms “accommodate or explain” and 
state process recommendation are 
explained later.) As indicated, there is 
to be only one single point of contact. 
The other functions undertaken by the 
single point of contact are submitting for 
federal agency consideration any views 
differing from a state process 
recommendation, and receiving a 
written explanation of a federal 
agency’s nonaccommodation. No ether 
responsibilities are prescribed by the 
Federal Government for the single point 
of contact, although a state could choose 
to broaden the single point of contact 
role. 

A state need not designate a single 
point of contact. However, if a state fails 
to designate a single point of contact, no 
other entity or official can transmit 
recommendations and be assured of an 
“accommodate or explain” response by 
the federal agency. Comments or views 
may be transmitted by these other 
entities or officials, but need only be 
considered by the federal agency in 
accordance with Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
other relevant statutory provisions. 


“Accommodate or Explain” 


When a single point of contact 
transmits a state process 
recommendation, the federal agency 
receiving the recommendation must 
either: (1) accept the recommendation; 
(2) reach a mutually agreeable solution 
with the parties preparing the 
recommendation; or (3) provide the 
single point of contact with a written 
explanation for not accepting the 
recommendation or reaching a mutually 
agreeable solution, i.e., 
nonaccommodation. 

If there is nonaccommodation, the 
federal agency is generally required to 
wait 15 days after sending an 
explanation of the nonaccommodation 
to the single point of contact before 
taking final action. 

A “state process recommendation” is 
developed by commenting state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities participating in the state 
process and transmitted by the single 
point of contact. The recommendation 
can be a consensus, or views may differ. 
A state process recommendation which 
is a consensus, or views may differ. A 
state process recommendation which is 
a consensus—i.e., the unanimous 
recommendation of the commenting 
parties—of areawide, regional, and local 
officials and entities can be transmitted. 


All directly affected levels of 
government need not comment on the 
proposed action being reviewed to form 
a state process recommendation. Also, 
the state government need not be party - 
to such a state process recommendation. 

A state process recommendation can 
be transmitted on proposed actions 
under either selected or nonselected 
programs or activities. 
S ti n-by-S ti A I i 

In making changes from the NPRM to 
this final rule, the VA altered the section 
and paragraph numbers of various 
portions of the rule. So that these 
changes will be easier to follow, we are 
providing a table showing where each 
portion of the proposed rule is covered 
in the final rule: 


Certain sections of the final rule not 
listed in this table (§§ 40.5, 40.6(a), 
40.7(b), and 40.8(c)) are new. 


Section 40.1 Purpose. 


There is only one substantive change 
to this section, but it is an important 
one. The NPRM, while citing section 401 
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act as authority, did not specifically 
contain provisions to satisfying some of 
its requirements. Nor did the NPRM 
expressly satisfy section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act. 

The text of sections 401 and 204 are 
printed in the Department of Agriculture 
final rule published elsewhere in this 
issue (See Supplementary Information 
Section of USDA’s document). 

A broad spectrum of commenters, 
including state, local, and regional 
agencies, interest groups, and members 
of Congress, said that the regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
should also provide that federal 
agencies carry out their responsibilities 
under these statutes. In response, the 
Executive Order was amended to cite 
section 204 as authority as well as 





section 401. Consequently, paragraph (a) 
of this section (as well as the authority 
citation for the entire regulation) now 
cites not only the Executive Order but 
also section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and 
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act. 
Subsection (b) adds mention of 
“areawide” entities in keeping with 
section 204. Other provisions in these 
regulations carry out the VA's 
responsibilities under these statutory 
provisions. 

Section 401 emphasizes that federal 
actions should be as consistent as 
possible with planning activities and 
decisions at state, regional, and local 
levels. The VA, when considering and 
making efforts to accommodate 
comments and recommendations it 
receives under these regulations, 
recognizes its responsibilities under this 
section. 

A few commenters suggested deleting 
the language in paragraph (c) of this 
section which says that the regulations 
were not intended to create any right of 
judicial review. The rule retains this 
language. Clearly, the purpose of the 
Executive Order and these regulations is 
to foster improved cooperation between 
the VA and other federal agencies on 
one hand, and state and local elected 
officials on the other. The Order and 
these regulations presuppose, and rely 
on, the good faith of federal, state and 
local officials in communicating with 
one another and seeking to understand 
one another's concerns. To regard these 
regulations as rigid procedures intended 
to provide new opportunities for 
litigation would be wholly contrary to 
their purpose. Agencies have statutory 
responsibilities under the laws on which 
these rules are based. In some cases, 
courts have held agency actions to be 
judicially reviewable under these 
statutes. By retaining paragraph (c) in 
the regulation, the VA is stating only 
that these regulations are not grounds 
for judicial review of agency action 
beyond those afforded by the underlying 
statutes. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 
Section 40.2 Definitions. 


Commenters did not object to the 
definitions in the proposed rule. 
However, a few commenters asked that 
various additional terms be defined. The 
VA does not believe that it is necessary 
to define any of these additional terms. 
The term “environmental impact 
statement” is a well-known term of art 
in environmental law and planning, is 
mentioned in the National 
Environmental Policy Act, and is 


discussed in numerous court decisions. 
This term is not used in the regulation. 
In any event, the VA would not use the 
term in any but its commonly 
understood sense. 

The VA chose not to include a 
definition of “direct federal 
development” or “federal financial 
assistance.” Experience in other 
regulatory areas (e.g., civil rights 
regulations with respect to federal 
financial assistance) has shown that it is 
difficult to craft a concise, 
understandable, and comprehensive 
definition. An abstract definition always 
carries with it the danger of 
inadvertently leaving something in that 
should be excluded or leaving something 
out that should be included. Moreover, 
in these cases, the list of program 
inclusions accompanying this 
rulemaking provide adequate 
operational information upon which 
state and local elected officials can act. 

The VA also does not believe a 
definition of “accommodate” is 
necessary. The concept of 
accommodation is addressed in § 40.10. 
In this section, the Administrator 
accepts the state process 
recommendation or reaches a mutually 
agreeable solution. If the VA does not 
provide an accommodation in one of 
these two ways, it must provide an 
explanation. Since the VA believes the 
section describes sufficiently what is 
meant by accommodation, a further 
definition of the term is not helpful. 

Finally, the VA considered whether to 
include a definition of the term “state 
process recommendation.” The VA 
concluded that a definition of this term 
would not materially help clarify those 
situations in which the VA has an 
obligation to “accommodate or explain” 
in response to comments and 
recommendations. The term's function is 
discussed at great length in earlier and 
subsequent sections of this preamble 
and this should provide sufficient 
information as to its meaning. 


(38 U.S.C. 4321(b)) 
Section 40.3 Programs and activities. 


This section is substantively very 
similar to paragraph 3(a) of the NPRM. 
A substantial number of commenters 
contended that it was contrary to the 
intent of the Order for the Federal 
Government to exclude any programs or 
activities from coverage under the Order 
and these regulations, that elected 
officials participating through the state 
process are the only proper parties to 
decide what should be excluded from 
the state process. Other commenters 
objected to the various criteria used by 
the federal agencies in developing their 
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lists or programs and activities that 
were being proposed for exclusion. 

The Order does not purport to cover 
all federal programs and activities. Its 
scope is limited to federal financial 
assistance and direct federal 
development programs and activities, 
and the Order mandates consultation 
only when state and local governments 
provide non-federal funds for or are 
directly affected by the proposed federal 
action. Programs and activities not 
falling into either of these categories are 
clearly outside the scope of the Order 
(e.g., Coast Guard search and rescue 
activities, procurement of military 
weapon systems). Many national 
security actions, even those affecting 
state and local jurisdictions, involve 
classified information. It is meaningless 
to expect state and local review of 
national security matters, for example, 
when access to the plans or documents 
for the proposed federal action is not 
possible for national security reasons. It 
is appropriate for federal agencies to 
decide which of their activities are 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. 

» There are also actions related to 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development activities where 
review and comment as provided by the 
Executive Order would be superfluous 
or futile. Certain basic Federal 
Government functions either have public 
participation procedures of their own 
(e.g., rulemaking under the 
Administrative Procedure Act) or are 
internal government processes in which 
state and local coordination and 
consultation are not appropriate (e.g., 
formulation of the VA’s budget 
proposals transmitted to OMB, or OMB’s 
recommendations to the President 
concerning budget formulation). 

Because various programs and 
activities are not appropriate for 
coverage under the Order in any 
circumstance, the VA believes these 
should continue to be‘excluded from the 
listing of programs and activities which 
are eligible for selection for a state 
process. However, in response to 
comments, the VA has reviewed the 
criteria for exclusion as well as the 
particular exclusions that were 
proposed in January. These criteria and 
particular exclusions are discussed in 
more detail in that section of the 
preamble covering scope issues. 

To provide information on the 
activities and programs eligible for 
selection for state processes, the VA is 
publishing a notice listing these 
“included” programs and activities. 
Included programs to which section 204 
of the Demonstration Cities and 
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Metropolitan Development Act applies 
are indicated with an asterisk (*). 
Section 204 obligations apply with 
respect to these programs only for 
projects or activities located in 
metropolitan areas. Otherwise, these 
projects are treated like any other 
program available for selection. This 
information is being published in a 
separate notice rather than as part of 
this rule to allow future changes to be 
made more conveniently. The VA will 
seek public comment on proposed future 
program or activity exclusions as these 
occur. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 
Section 40.4 General. 


There were no substantive comments 
about this section, which restates many 
of the provisions of the Executive Order. 
It is unchanged from the NPRM. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 


Section 40.5 Federal interagency 
coordination. 


Some comments, including those 
suggesting a federal single point of 
contact, asked the VA and other federal 
agencies to do more in ensuring that 
federal agencies communicate not only 
with state and local elected officials but 
also with each other. The VA believes 
that this point is well taken. Many 
programs and projects require 
information or approvals from a number 
of federal agencies, and federal 
interagency communication is as 
important, in many Cases, as 
intergovernmental communication. 
Consequently, the VA is adding a new 
section, the language of which is derived 
from subsection 401(d) of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act. The 
section provides that the Administrator, 
to the extent practicable, will consult 
with and seek advice from all other 
substantially affected federal 
departments and agencies in an effort to 
assure full coordination between such 
agencies and the VA regarding programs 
and activities covered under these 
regulations. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231{b)) 


Section 40.6 Selection of programs and 
activities. 


Paragraph (a) of this section is new. It 
makes clear that any program or activity 
published in the Federal Register list 
prescribed by § 40.3 is eligible for 
selection for a state process. The 
paragraph also declares, more explicitly 
than the NPRM, that states are required 
to consult with local elected officials 
before selecting programs and activities 
for coverage. This addition responds to 
comments that asked that the states’ 


obligation in this regard, as well as in 
the establishment of a state process, be 
spelled out in the rule. OMB previously 
wrote the Governors asking each to 
provide such an assurance when the 
state submits its initial list of selected 
programs and activities. 

Several commenters also suggested 
that these regulations should more 
firmly require local involvement (e.g., a 
letter of concurrence) in the 
establishment of state processes. The 
Executive Order requires, and OMB’s 
letter to the Governors has reiterated, 
that there must be consultation between 
state and local elected officials in the 
establishment of the process. The Order 
clearly contemplates that official 
processes under the Order are 
established by state and local elected 
officials in cooperation and consultation 
with one another. The VA believes that 
these requirements are clear and that 
further administrative requirements 
imposed by regulations are unnecessary 
and would, in many cases, delay or 
interfere with the establishment of a 
state process. In particular, the VA does 
not believe that the Order contemplates 
so rigid a requirement as a sign-off by 
an official of each local jurisdiction in a 
state before a process may be valid. 

Paragraphs (b), (c) and [d) of this 
section derive from paragraphs {a), (b) 
and (c), respectively, of § 40.5 of the 
NPRM. There were no comments 
objecting to the substance of these 
paragraphs in the NPRM. Language 
added to paragraph (c) ofthe final rule 
specifies that the state must submit to 
the Administrator with each change in 
its program selections an assurance that 
local elected officials were consulted 
about the change. This language 
emphasizes the continuing obligation of 
states to involve local elected officials 
in decisions concerning what programs 
are selected for the state process. The 
paragraph also allows the VA to 
establish deadlines for states to inform 
the Administrator of changes in program 
selections. The primary reason for this 
provision is to expedite processing of 
assistance applications and to reach 
decisions on projects at times of heavy 
workload, such as the end of the fiscal 
year. For example, deadlines could be 
set to avoid, having on short notice to 
make midstream changes in 
coordination procedures. In addition, the 
VA has made some editorial changes for 
better clarity. 

A number of commenters asked what 
procedures apply when a state chooses 
not to adopt a process under the Order 
or when a particular program or activity 
is not selected for a state process. This 
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question is answered in paragraph (b) of 
§ 40.7, discussed below. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 


Section 40.7 Communicating with State 
and local officials concerning VA's 
programs and activities. 


The notice provided for by this section 
is not necessarily exclusive. For 
example, many programs and activities 
have independent consultation or 
notification requirements, which apply 
even if a program is not selected for a 
state process. The VA must pursue such 
notification and consultation practices 
under these authorities even where the 
program or activity is selected for a 
state process. The VA may also take the 
initiative at any time to contact any 
interested person or entity about one of 
the VA's programs or activities. Further, 
the VA need not rely on the state 
process or the single point of contact to 
bring about this communication or 
consultation. 

When the VA notifies the state 
process with respect to a proposed 
action concerning a program or activity 
that has been selected for the state 
process, notification of areawide, 
regional, and local entities for purposes 
of sections 401 and 204 is the 
responsibility of the state process. The 
single point of contact could be the 
information channel for this purpose. 
The VA need not notify areawide, 
regional, and local entities separately in 
this situation, but may do sd. 

Paragraph (b) is new, and is intended 
to respond to concerns expressed by 
commenters on how the VA 
communicates with local elected 
officials in situations where a state does 
not have a state process or where the 
state process does not cover a particular 
program or activity. The VA will carry 
out its responsibilities in these 
situations by providing notice to state, 
areawide, regional or local officials or 
entities that would be directly affected 
by the proposed federal financial 
assistance or direct federal 
development. This notice may be either 
through publication (e.g., a notice in the 
Federal Register or in a publication 
widely available in the area potentially 
affected by the proposed federal action) 
or direct (e.g., a letter to the mayor of an 
affected city). The notice will alert the 
directly affected entities concerning the 
proposed action and identifying who in 
the VA should be contacted for more 
information. 

(38 U.S.C, 4231{b)) 





Section 40.8 Commenting on proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development. 


More commenters—over a third of the 
total—addressed § 40.6{c) of the NPRM 
(redesignated § 40.8{a) in the final rule) 
than any other provision in the proposed 
regulation. The NPRM proposed that, 
except in unusual circumstances, the 
Administrator would give states at least 
30 days to comment on any proposed 
federal financial assistance or direct 
federal development. Almost all 
commenters discussing this point felt 30 
days was too brief a period to develop 
comments, particularly when 
disagreements among various interested 
parties within the state need to be 
resolved. Commenters requested a 
number of longer comment periods, 
including 35, 45, 50, and 60 days. Some 
commenters suggested that an 
additional period—normally between 15 
and 30 days—be available to states 
either at their discretion or when 
disputes needed to be resolved. 

In response to these comments, the 
VA has decided to lengthen the 
comment period to 60 days in all cases 
{including interstate matters) except 
with respect to federal financial 
assistance in the form of noncompeting 
continuation awards, for which the 
comment period would remain 30 days. 

The Administrator will establish, by 
notice to the single point of contact or to 
directly affected entities, a date from 
which the 30 or 60 day comment period 
will begin to run. This information could 
be provided, for example, in program 
specific announcements concerning the 
availability of grants. Where a program 
or activity is not selected for the state 
process, the VA will provide notice, 
including any adjustments to the 
comment period that may be necessary, 
to directly affected state, areawide, 
regional, and local entities regarding the 
proposed federal action. Because 
paragraphs (a) and (b) now provide that 
the Administrator will establish this 
starting date, the language of the NPRM 
permitting the Administrator to 
establish deadlines for submission of 
various materials is no longer necessary 
and has been deleted. When 
establishing deadlines, the 
Administrator will ensure that 
commenting parties under the state 
process are afforded adequate time to 
review and comment on an application 
or project proposal. 

Paragraph (b) of this section is 
derived from § 40.6{a) of the NPRM. The 
~ provisions of this section apply to cases 
in which review, coordination, and 
communication with the VA have been 
delegated. This paragraph is intended to 


make clear that when this responsibility 
is delegated, these procedures apply just 
as if the matter were handled at the 
state level. 

Several commenters indicated that a 
notice of intent to apply for funds was 
the key step in a timely review, and that 
a full and complete application was 
generally received too late and 
contained too much unnecessary detail 
tobe useful. The VA is aware of these 
concerns, but in the interest of retaining 
as much flexibility as possible for the 
state process, has decided not to require 
applicants to submit notices of intent or 
full and complete applications at 
particular points in time to the state 
process. The VA encourages applicants 
at an early stage to notify and talk with 
officials and entities who have the 
opportunity‘to review and comment on 
the application. 

Paragraph (e) of § 40.6 of the NPRM 
has been dropped. A new § 40.9 of the 
final rule describes how the 
Administrator receives and responds to 
comments. 


(38 U.S.C, 4231(b}) 


Section 40.9 Comment receipt and 
response to comments, 


This new section replaces § 40.6(e) of 
the NPRM and elaborates in 
substantially greater detail the 
Administrater's obligations concerning 
the receipt of and response to 
comments. Section 40.6(e) had provided 
that the Administrator would respond as 
provided in the Order to all comments 
from a state that are provided through a 
state office or official that acts as a 
single point of contact under the Order 
between the state and the federal 
agencies. 

About a quarter of all comments 
received discussed this “single point of 
contact” concept, with a majority of 
those comments opposing the required 
establishment of a single point of 
contact or expressing serious concerns 
about how it would work. Some of these 
comments wanted to permit multiple 
points of contact within a state instead 
of only one. The reasons expressed for 
this opposition or concern fell into two 
major categories. First, some 
commenters felt that a single point of 
contact would be an unnecessary extra 
layer of bureaucracy imposed on their 
state process. Second, some commenters 
felt that the single point of contact 
could, in effect veto recommendations 
made by local or regional entities or 
reduce the comments of such entities to 
second-class status. In other words, 
their view was that using a single point 
of contact would inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, transmission to federal 
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agencies of the concerns of local elected 
officials and regional and areawide 
entities. 

In response to these comments, and 
consistent with the amended Executive 
Order and the VA's decision explicitly 
to implement through these regulations 
section 401 of the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act, the VA has made 
substantial changes to this paragraph. 

Nonetheless, the concept of the single 
point of contact is being retained. 
Satisfactory implementation of the 
Executive Order requires a means of 
handling the communication and 
information flow between federal-state/ 
local and state/local-federal entities and 
officials in as simple and 
understandable a way as possible. 
Designating a single point of contact will 
serve this end better, in our view, than a 
multiplicity of communications 
channels. If all federal agencies and all 
parties within a state know that a 
particular office or official performs this 
state/local-federal communications link 
for the state process, much confusion 
and guesswork which otherwise could 
occur can be eliminated. 

We emphasize that, from our 
perspective, the primary role of the 
single point of contact is to act as a 
conduit—a means of transmission—for 
the comments of state and local elected 
officials on proposed federal actions. It 
does not matter to the VA whether this 
single point of contact also has a 
substantive role in preparing comments. 
That is up to the state and local elected 
officials who establish each state 
process. The VA is concerned only that 
the single point of contact communicate 
those comments and recommendations 
to the VA. 

Paragraph (a) obligates the 
Administrator to follow the 
“accommodate or explain” procedures 
of § 40.10 if two conditions are met. 
First, the state must have designated a 
single point of contact. Second, the 
single point of contact must have 
transmitted a state process 
recommendation. (The single point of 
contact, and not the applicant, must 
transmit the recommendation to the 
VA.) If these conditions are not met, the 
Administrator will still consider all 
comments received, but the 
“accommodate or explain” obligation 
will not apply. 

The state process recommendation 
provision is intended to clarify the 
reciprocal responsibilities of the state 
and federal agencies under the 
Executive Order. The Order is an_. 
important part of the Administration's 
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Federalism policy. Federalism means, 
among other things, that federal 
agencies should give greater deference 
to, and make greater efforts to 
accommodate, the concerns of state and 
local elected officials than has 
sometimes been the case in the past. But 
Federalism also means, in the 
Administration's view, that state and 
local officials themselves have a 
responsibility to attempt to solve 
intrastate problems without resort to 
intervention from Washington. Where 
states and other directly affected parties 
carry out these responsibilities by 
forging a state process recommendation, 
it is highly appropriate for the Federal 
Government to give these 
recommendations the increased 
attention that the “accommodate or 
explain” process provides. We wish to 
emphasize that, in any case, the Va will 
always fully consider all comments it 
receives under these regulations. 

The VA's practical, as well as 
theoretical, reasons for stressing 
consensus building were described in 
the NPRM. We expect that carrying out 
the VA's “accommodate or explain” 
responsibility will be greatly aided 
when a single, unified position is | 
presented for response. However, 
several commenters said that it would 
be difficult to achieve or undesirable to 
attempt consensus with respect to some 
projects or programs. Many of these 
comments were in connection with the 
30-day review period proposed by the 
NPRM, saying that more than 30 days 
was needed if consensus were to be 
reached. The extension of the review 
period to 60 days in the final rule should 
mitigate this concern. 

In addition, the VA will respond as 
provided in § 40.10 to a state process 
recommendation which does not 
represent a consensus. This means that 
the single point of contact will not have 
to submit a recommendation 
representing unanimous agreement for 
the recommendation to receive an 
“accommodate or explain” response 
from the VA under these rules. 
Moreover, because the single point of 
contact is required under paragraph 
(b)(2) of this section to pass through 
comments that that differ from the state 
process recommendation, all officials 
and entities within a state are assured 
that comments differ from the state 
process recommendation on a particular 
program or project will be seen and 
considered by the VA. 

Paragraph (b)(1) provides that the 
single point of contact need not transmit 
comments from directly affected entities 
when there is no state process 
recommendation. However, the single 


point of contact should advise the 
commenting officials and entities when 
a state process recommendation is not 
being transmitted so that these entities 
will have sufficient time to send their 
views directly to the VA before'the 
review and comment period ends. These 
entities may also choose to send their 
comments directly to the VA concurrent 
with their sending them to the state 
process. 

Paragraph (b)(2) obligates the single 
point of contact to transmit to the VA all 
comments received concerning a 
selected program or activity that differs 
from a state process recommendation. 
This requirement will ensure that, as 
section(s) 401 and 204 specify, the VA 
considers all views from state, 
areawide, regional, and local entities or 
officials. It should also reassure 
commenters that the views of concerned 
officials are not subject to any “pocket 
veto” by the single point of contact. 

In paragraphs (c) and (d), the VA 
makes provision for responding to 
comments in situations where there is 
no state process or for programs that are 
not selected for a state process. 
Paragraph (c) provides that in the 
absence of a state process, or if the 
single point of contact does not transmit 
a state process recommendation, state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the VA. The 
VA is obligated to consider these 
comments. Paragraph (d) makes a 
similar provision for situations where 
the state process does not cover a 
particular program or activity of the VA. 
The VA deliberated whether in this rule 
to require applicants to transmit all 
comments they had received. The VA 
decided not to impose such a 
requirement in this rule but expects 
applicants to do so. The VA retains the 
option of selectively rang an 
applicant to do this as part of an 
application kit or in a notice of 
availability of funds. 

Paragraph (e) simply reiterates the 
VA's obligation to consider ali the 
comments it receives from state, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities under these regulations, 
whether they are transmitted through a 
single point of contact or otherwise 
provided to the VA. This obligation 
derives directly from section(s) 401 and 
204. 
A number of commenters suggested 
that the VA and other federal agencies 
impose various administrative 
requirements with respect to financial 
assistance programs. Among the 
suggestions were that federal agencies 
tell applicants about the requirements of 


each state process, that comments from 
the state process be sent to the 
applicant before the application is 
forwarded and that the applicant attach 
these to the application, that the state 
process be able to require a “notice of 
intent,” that federal agencies not act on 
an application before receiving 
comments from the state process, that 
federal agencies require applicants to 
submit materials requested by the state 
process, and that federal agencies have 
applicants themselves contact interested 
local parties. 

Although the VA recognizes a 
responsibility to work with applicants 
so this new intergovernmental 
consultation system functions smoothly, 
the VA does not believe it is appropriate 
to impose specific regulatory 
requirements regarding administrative 
details of this kind that may have an 
adverse affect upon the applicant and 
other statutory requirements. The VA 
believes that each state process should 
establish the “paper flow” procedures 
best suited to its situation. Where the 
state process decides to send comments 
to the applicant, the VA will expect the 
applicant to forward those comments 
with its application to the VA. However, 
this does not obviate the necessity for 
transmitting the state process 
recommendation to the VA through the 
single point of contact. The point here is 
that state processes have the option of 
also sending comments through the 
applicant to the Federal Government 
with each application, and thus alleviate 
concerns that the application and 
comments might otherwise fail to be 
joined together by the VA. Moreover, 
because the applicant for the VA's 
grants will be the state in each instance, 
the VA does not anticipate the problems 
raised by the commenters 


(38 U.S.C 4231(b)) 


Section 40.10. Make efforts to 
accommodate intergovernmental 
concerns, 


Paragraph (a) of this section now 
provides that if a state process provides 
a state process recommendation to the 
VA through a single point of contact, the 
VA becomes obligated to 
“accommodate or explain.” This means 
that the VA need not “accommodate or 
explain” comments that (1) do not 
constitute or form the state process 
recommendation, or (2) are not provided 
through a single point of contact. The 
VA will fully consider all such 
comments, but there will be no 
“accommodate or explain” obligation. 

As under the proposed regulations, 
“accommodating” a state process 
recommendation means either accepting 
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that recommendation or reaching a 
mutually agreeable solution with the 
state process. In response to a 
substantial number of comments, 
paragraph (a)(3) of the final rule 
provides that all explanations of 
nonaccommodation will be in writing. 
This is not to say that the VA may not 
also inform the single point of contact of 
a nonaccommodation by telephone, 
other telecommunication, or in a 
personal meeting. However, whether or 
not such conversation or communication 
occurs, the VA will always send a 
written explanation of the 
nonaccommodation. 

As under the proposed rule, the VA 
will not implement a decision for ten 
days after the single point of contact 
receives the explanation. A few 
commenters suggested that this waiting 
period should be longer than ten days; 
however, the VA believes that to avoid 
unduly delaying the award of federal 
financial assistance or the start of direct 
federal development, a longer period 
should not be provided. The VA 
believes that ten days will be adequate 
time for the state process to formulate a 
position if the issue is sufficiently 
important within the state. 

The VA has included a new paragraph 
(c) in the regulation to clarify when the 
ten-day waiting period begins to run. If 
the VA has made a telephone call (or 
other oral communication) to the single 
point of contact advising of the 
nonaccommodation and providing an 
explanation, the ten-day period begins 
to run from the date of that 
communication, even though the written 
explanation arrives later. If the VA 
sends a letter but does not make a 
telephone call, the ten-day period begins 
on the date the single point of contact is 
presumed to have received it. This 
presumptive date of receipt is five days 
from the date on which the letter is sent, 
a period consistent with the 
longstanding successful practice of the 
Social Security Administration and 
longer than that used for presumptive 
receipt of official papers in many other 
legal contexts. In effect, the VA will be 
free to begin carrying out its decision on 
the sixteenth day after the day the VA 
sends the letter. 

Some commenters indicated what 
they sought most was federal agency 
responsiveness to their comments. 
These commenters felt the lack of 
responsiveness was a significant failing 
of the intergovernmental process under 
OMB Circular A-95. In providing 
explanations of nonaccommodation, the 
VA will make an effort to be as 
responsive as practicable consistent 
with the VA’s responsibilities to 


accomplish program objectives and to 
expend funds in a sound financial 
manner. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 
Section 40.11 Interstate. 


This section is based on § 40.8 of the 
NPRM. One feature of the NRPM 
section—the provision of 45 days for 
comment in interstate situations—has 
been dropped because the comment 
period in the final rule is 60 days in all 
cases. 

The VA received several comments 
on its handling of interstate situations. 
Most of these comments asked for 
greater federal guidance or involvement 
in interstate situations, especially when 
various affected states did not agree 
with one another. Some commenters 
also said that greater attention should 
be given to the role of interstate 
metropolitan areas and the designated 
areawide entities that represent them. 

The VA does not believe that it is 
necessary to change the proposed 
regulation to provide any particular 
procedure for resolving interstate 
conflicts. It is clearly in the VA’s 
interest to have affected states mutually 
agree on the VA's programs and projects 
that affect interstate situations. On a 
case-by-case basis, as appropriate, the 
VA will work with officials of states 
involved in an interstate situation in an 
attempt to secure this agreement. This 
should not be a regulatory requirement, 
however. 

The VA believes that designated 
areawide agencies in interstate 
metropolitan areas have an important 
role to play. Consequently, 
subparagraph (a)(3) now specifically 
mentions designated areawide entities 
among those which the VA will make 
efforts to notify in interstate situations. 
OMB will periodically provide the VA 
with a list of designated interstate 
areawide entities. Paragraph (a)(4) 
provides that the recommendation of a 
designated interstate areawide entity 
will be given “accommodate or explain” 
treatment by the VA if it is sent through 
a state single point of contact, and if the 
areawide entity has been delegated a 
review and comment role for the 
program or activity being commented on 
by a state process. 


Section 40.12 [Reservedj 
(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 
Section 40.13 Waiver. 


This provision is unchanged from the 
NPRM, although the section number is 
changed. A few commenters objected to 
this waiver provision, apparently in the 
belief that it was a loophole allowing 
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federal noncompliance with the 
Executive Order. The VA is strongly 
committed to compliance with the 
Order, and will use the emergency 
waiver provision only in those rare 
instances where an unanticipated 
situation makes prompt action 
necessary without full compliance with 
all provisions of these regulations. If the 
VA uses the emergency waiver 
provision, the VA will attempt, to the 
extent feasible and meaningful, to 
involve the state process in subsequent 
decisionmaking concerning the matter 
about which the waiver was used. In 
addition, the VA will keep records of all 
situations in which the emergency 
waiver was used. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 
Other Comments 


In addition to comments specifically 
pertaining to various features of these 
regulations, there were several other 
comments made to the VA to which the 
VA would like to respond. Several 
commenters said that the Office of 
Management and Budget should have a 
stronger oversight role, thus ensuring 
that federal agencies carry out their 
obligations under the Order and these 
regulations. Behind these comments 
seems to be a concern that federal 
agencies are not really interested in 
consulting with state and local 
governments and a view that, in the 
absence of an OMB “policing” role, 
agencies would tend to ignore these 
obligations. 

The VA wants to state unequivocally 
that it is fully committed to 
implementing all of the provisions of the 
Order and these regulations, and will 
act quickly to respond to complaints 
from state, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities that mistakes or 
omissions have been made with respect 
to the VA's obligations. Carrying out 
this Order faithfully and forcefully is an 
important part of the Administration's 
Federalism policy, and the 
Administration's policymaking officials 
intend the policy to be carried out fully 
by everyone in their agencies. 

OMB will have a general oversight 
role with respect to federal agency 
implementation of the Order, including 
the required preparation of a report in 
late 1984 concerning the operation of the 
new process. OMB will periodically 
review agency records of 
nonaccommodations and waivers. OMB 
has advised the agencies, however, that 
a detailed operating review or “policing” 
relationship would not be consistent 
with the role of OMB vis-a-vis the other 
federal agencies. OMB does not intend 
to have day-to-day operational 
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responsibilities with respect to federal 
programs. Concerning these regulations, 
as with respect to other agency 
operational responsibilities, the officials 
of the VA are responsible to the 
Administrator, who in turn is 
responsible to the President for carrying 
out important Administration policy. 

Finally a number of commenters 
reminded the VA and other agencies 
that we should continue to follow 
existing statutory requirements that 
affect many federal agencies, with 
respect to environmental impact 
statements, historic preservation, civil 
rights, etc. The VA will continue to 
follow all such crosscutting 
requirements and other independent 
consultation requirements. To the extent 
that it is feasible to do so, the VA will 
work with states to integrate handling of 
some of these crosscutting requirements 
with the official state process. However, 
regardless of the structure of a state's 
process or whether there is a state 
process at all, the VA will continue to 
meet all legal requirements in these 
areas. 

In a related question, some 
commenters asked how certain 
requirements concerning environmental 
impact statements, coastal zone 
management, and health systems 
agencies would be handled 
administratively under these 
regulations. Under the A-95 system, 
clearinghouses often coordinated 
responses to Federal agencies relating to 
these matters. Under the Executive 
Order system, a state could, if it wished, 
designate the single point of contact or 
other entity to circulate documents and 
to bear the administrative responsibility 
for coordination and review. Federal 
agencies could also continue any 
arrangements or relationships with 
entities in the state that now exist to 
facilitate this review and comment. 
Where it is feasible, we encourage a 
coordinated response under these 
regulations and other coordination 
requirements. 


Scope 


The categories of exclusions were 
prepared prior to the NPRM’s to help 
agencies identify which program or 
activities should be subject to the 
provisions of E.O. 12372. Three 
categories of exclusions are presented 
generic, class, and individual. 
Subcategories list the types of programs 
or activities covered within each 
category. 

To help in the identification, two 
examples of inclusion—programs and 
activities subject to the provisions of the 
Executive Order—are also described. 
These are not the only programs and 


activities subject to the Executive Order. 


These examples are presented because 
related programs and activities are 
covered in the class exclusion category. 

1. Generic Exclusions: Those 
programs or activities excluded by 
previously announced administration 
policy are: 

a. Proposed federal legislation, 
regulations, and budget formulatidn. 

b. Direct payments to individuals. 
[See also 2d.] 

c. Classified programs or activities 
where formal consultation would 
endanger national security. 

d. Financial transfer for which federal 
agencies have no funding discretion or 
direct authority to approve specific sites 
or projects. (Examples include): 

(1) General Revenue Sharing; 

(2) Payments in lieu of taxes; 

(3) Funds, allocated by formula, from 
sale receipts or proceeds from products/ 
resources on federal lands; 

(4) Block grants which are 
characterized by; 

(a) Substantial flexibility being given 
state and local governments to allocate 
funds among different areas of effort 
and between state and locally derived 
priorities; and 

(b) An absence of requirements that 
the recipient submit satisfactory plans 
or proposals for the use of these grant 
monies before the funds are provided. 

e. Programs are activities directly 
administered by a federally recognized 
tribal government. 

2. Class Exclusions: Those additional 
activities or programs determined not to 
be within the definition of financial 
assistance, direct federal development, 
or federal licensing or permitting under 
the Executive Order and thereby 
excluded are: 

a. Certain financial transactions such 
as: standard procurement contracts; 
letter contracts; basic ordering 
agreements; purchase orders; joint 
ventures; job orders; acceptance of 
offers; operating funds for government- 
owned/contractor-operated facilities 
(GOCO); subawards under contracts, 
grant, or cooperative agreements; public 
utility contracts; consulting services 
commodity purchases; payment of 
claims; leases and easements of a non- 
major nature; purchase of notes, stock, 
or bonds, and land grants. 

b. Research, development, and 
demonstration other than that specified 
in the description of inclusions below. 

c. Criminal or civil enforcement 
matters. 

d. Direct financial assistance between 
the federal government and a non- 
governmental party such as a non-profit 
organization, business, corporation, 
association, private school or university. 


However, certain research, 
development, and demonstration 
awards to such non-governmental 
entities may be included (see 4 below). 
(A governmental entity is any state; 
independent state organization, board or 
commission; general purpose local 
government; special purpose local or 
regional government; council of 
government; non-profit organization 
established by state law or local 
ordinance exclusively to provide a 
governmental service and the 
substantial portion of the funding for 
which is federal. State and municipal 
colleges and universities are considered 
a non-governmental entity. 

Programs or activities with eligible 
recipients who may be either 
governmental or non-governmental 
entities: Some programs or activities 
have as eligible recipients both 
governmental and non-governmental 
entities, including individuals and 
private section organizations. Under this 
paragraph programs or activities 
providing assistance to non- 
governmental entities can be excluded. 
The issue raised was whether such a 
program or activity should be excluded 
in its entirety because some of the 
potential recipients would qualify if for 
an exclusion. Our determination is that 
such a mix of recipients does not, by 
itself, allow the exclusion of a program 
or activity. Instead, agencies may 
choose either of two alternatives: 1) to 
include these nongovernmental entities 
within the scope and subject some to the 
state process by not excluding the 
program, or, 2) to exempt transactions 
with nongovernmental entities from the 
intergovernmental review and 
consultation requirements by 
referencing such as exemption in their 
rulemaking. 

e. Academic training and institutional 
aid grants; receipts from federally 
financed fellowships; scholarships; and 
student loans by institutions of higher 
education. 

f. Federal rate-setting for utility 
services provided to state or local 
governments by the Federal 
Government. 

g. A non-governmental entity's 
consultation with state or local 
government officials or securing state or 
local government review, approval, or 
certification, as a condition of receiving 
a federal or federally authorized license 
or permit. 

3. Individual Exclusions: Those 
programs or activities that may be 
excluded on request of a federal agency. 
Requests for exclusions will be 
evaluated against the following 
qualifying factors and criteria. 
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a. A federal constitutional or statutory 
preemption precludes any state or local 
government jurisdiction over or 
responsibility for the individual federal 
program or activity, and 
recommendations or views of state or 
local governments can have little or no 
bearing on federal decisions in this area; 

b. Meaningful consultation for the 
program or activity would breech 
financial, business, or trade secret 
confidentiality required by federal 
statute; 

c. Affects other countries, particularly 
on matters of common interest to the 
United States and Canada or Mexico, 
and the consultation requirements of the 
Executive Order would interfere with 
the conduct of foreign policy; 

d. Intergovernmental review 
consistent with the Executive Order 
would substantially impede the 
achievement of Presidentially or 
Congressionally established national 
goals. 

4. Selected Examples of Included 
Programs and Activities: These 
programs and activities are considered 
as being within the scope of the 
Executive Order and subject to its 
intergovernmental review provisions. 

a. The following forms of federal 
assistance of financial transactions with 
government entities; grants; cooperative 
agreements; subsidies; loan guarantees; 
insurance; technical assistance; expert 
information or counseling; property 
donations; real property acquisition or 
disposal; including obtaining major 
leases or easements; program or 
activities (other than General Revenue 
Sharing) receiving an exception to the 
provisions of the Federal Grant and 
Cooperative Agreement Act of 1977, 
Public Law 95-224. 

b. A research, development, or 
demonstration program or activity; 

(1) which has a unique geographic 
focus and is directly relevant to the 
governmental responsibilities of a state 
or local government within that 
geographic area; or 

(2) which necessitates the preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Statement 
under NEPA; or 

(3) which is to be newly initiated at a 
particular site or location and does not 
necessitate the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement, but 
requires unusual measures to limit the 
possibility of adverse exposure or 
hazard to the general public (for 
example: special protective containment 
of shielding facilities or air, land, or 
water buffer zones). 

The VA announced in the Federal 
Register on January 24, 1983, that it 
would exclude certain programs, giving 
the basis for the exclusions. 


Of the 120 comments received by the 
VA, five commenters specifically 
requested that the loan guaranty 
program be included within the scope of 
the regulations implementing Executive 
Order 12372. After considering the 
comments and taking a second look at 
the criteria for inclusion of programs 
and activities under these regulations, 
as well as section of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4231), the VA has 
determined that the primary 
beneficiaries of the program, individual 
veterans, will be best served by its 
exclusion. The VA Loan Guaranty 
program involves a VA guaranty to the 
lender of a portion of a veteran’s loan to 
purchase the home of his or her choice. 
The VA guaranty is effective when the 
construction of the home is finished and 
the veterans’ individual loan is closed. 
The VA does not provide any insurance 
or guaranty of the builders project 
mortgage or construction loan. 

In addition, the decision to exclude 
the loan guaranty program will not 
undermine the intent of the Executive 
Order 12372 as explained in the VA's 
NPRM. Moreover VA statistics show 
that of the more than one million 
housing starts during 1982, the VA 
guaranteed 31,176 loans. Therefore, only 
about 3% of single family residential 
homes which were built last year 
resulted in VA guaranteed loans. Since 
conventional loans were not subject to 
clearinghouse review and the 
overwhelming majority of new 
construction involves conventional 
loans, the impact of clearinghouse 
review on new homes was minimal. 

In most instances the only reason 
builders sought VA approval of 
proposed subdivisions was to have 
available an additional form of 
financing to supplement the 
conventional loans which form the 
major source of today’s financing. 
Because of the small volume of VA new 
construction loans the witholding of VA 
financing from a subdivision does not 
affect a builder's decision to proceed 
with construction. Typically, the homes 
will be built regardless of VA 
involvement. Experience has shown that 
most comments received from 
clearinghouses were not of major 
significance. Moreover, the paperwork 
and delays (a minimum of 30 days) 
involved in clearinghouse review was 
often perceived as too costly by most 
builders who, as. a result, elect to 
construct the home without VA 
subdivision approval. An election to not 
seek VA approval means that such 
homes will not be eligible for VA loan 
purposes and, therefore, veterans cannot 
use their housing benefit to purchase 
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homes in the subdivision. Builders 
compete with each other for sales and 
any additional burdens placed on 
builders participating in the VA home 
loan program usually have results which 
are counterproductive to veteran 
purchases, that is, the builder invariably 
elects not to seek VA approval. 

The VA recognizes the impact of 
housing construction upon a community. 
The VA believes that the review and 
comment process contemplated under 
these regulations, will not provide the 
community with the kind of planning 
mechanisms that its present zoning 
ordinances, water and sewage laws and 
building permits would provide. 
However, VA is concerned that the 
inclusion of the loan guaranty program 
will be detrimental to veterans. 
Therefore, in order to carry out the VA’s 
mission, i.e., to guarantee housing loans 
if made by an approved lender, state, or 
financial institution for the purpose of 
the purchase of residential housing by 
the eligible veteran, the VA believes 
that an exclusion of the program is 
advisable. ‘ 

The VA also received a few comments 
regarding our decision to utilize dollar 
and acreage thresholds to identify direct 
development projects included within 
the scope of the regulations. As with all 
exclusions, the VA took into 
consideration the Congressionally 
established national goals of the VA and 
the President's Federalism initiative. 
The direct development programs of the 
VA fall within three categories: (1) 
construction, alteration, improvement of 
hospitals (2) acquisition and disposition 
of property, and (3) establishment and 
maintenance of cemeteries for the 
Nation's deceased veterans. Of the 
three, only categories 1 and 3 have been 
identified by the VA as candidates for 
any exclusion. Category 2 is completely 
within the scope. 

All building additions or new 
structures meeting the following criteria 
are included within the scope. The 
dollar threshold is applicable only to 
inpatient care projects; exceeding 2 
million dollars; and in cases where the 
bed capacity increases by 25; modifies 
the primary function of the facility, or 
provides a major new medical care 
service. During the period of the A-95 - 
clearinghouse review process, the 
commenters responded positively to the 
threshold approach, because it allowed 
them to concentrate on those projects 
that they found to have an impact on the 
community. Moreover, the threshold of 2 
million is certainly not limiting in light of 
the present and future construction costs 
of medical facilities. The threshold of 20 
acres for the expansion of burial sites 
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was also successful under the A-95 
clearinghouse review process. 

Accordingly, VA will continue the 
concept of using thresholds to define the 
scope of some of our direct development 
programs. 

The Veterans Administration is 
amending Title 38, Code of Federal 
Regulations by adding a new Part 40, to 
read as follows: 


PART 40—INTERGOVERNMENTAL 


Definitions. 
Programs and activities. 
General. 
Federal interagency coordination. 
Selection of programs and activities. 
.7 Communicating with State and local 
officials concerning VA’s programs and 
activities. 

40.8 Commenting on proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development. 

40.9 Comment receipt and response to 
comments. 

40.10 Making efforts to accommodate 
intergovernmental concerns. 


Authority: Executive Order 12372, July 14, 
1982 (47 FR 30959), as amended April 8, 1983 
(48 FR 15887): Section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 6506); Sec. 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 3334). 


§ 40.1 Purpose. 

(a) The regulations .in this part 
implement Executive Order 12372, 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs”, issued on July 14, 1982 and 
amended on April 8, 1983. These 
regulations also implement applicable 
provisions of section 401 of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968 and section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966. 

(b) These regulations are intended to 
foster an intergovernmental partnership 
and a strengthened Federalism by 
relying on State processes and on State, 
areawide, regional, and local 
coordination for review of proposed 
Federal financial assistance and direct 
Federal development. 

(c) These regulations are intended to 
improve the internal management of the 
VA, and are not intended to create any 
right or benefit enforceable at law by a 
party against the VA or its officers. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 


$40.2 Definitions. 
For the purposes of §§ 40.1 through 
.13, the definitions apply: 


(b) “Order” means Executive Order 
12372, issued July 14, 1982, and amended 
April 8, 1983, and titled 
“Intergovernmental Review of Federal 


Programs. 

(c) “Administrator” the 
Administrator of Veterans Affairs of the 
Veterans Administration or an official 
or employee of the VA acting for the 
Administrator under delegation of 
authority. 

(d) “State” means any of the 50 States, 
the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, or the Trust 
Territory a the Pacific Islands. 

(e) “Emergency” means a sudden, 
urgent, unforeseen situation in which 
immediate action is needed to prevent 
or respond to significant harm to life or 
property. Harm to property would 
include d. e to the environment. 

(f} “Unusual circumstances” means 
the end of a fiscal year, a statutory 
deadline or any other circumstance 
making it impracticable for the agency 
to provide 60 days for comment. 

(g) “Affected” means for purposes of 
interstate situations those States 
physically affected by the specific plans 
and projects. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 


§ 40.3 . Programs and activities. 

The Administrator publishes in the 
Federal Register a list of the VA's 
programs and activities that are subject 
to these regulations and identifies which 
of these are subject to the requirements 
of section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 


§40.4 General. 

(a) The Administrator provides 
opportunities for consultation by elected 
officials of those State and local 
governments that would provide the 
non-Federal funds for, or that would be 
directly affected by, proposed Federal 
financial assistance from, or direct 
Federal development by, the VA. 

(b) If a State adopts a process under 
the order to review and coordinate 
proposed Federal financial assistance 
and direct Federal development, the 
Administrator, to the extent permitted 
by law: 

(1) Uses the State process to 
determine official views of State and 
local elected officials; 
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(2) Communicates with State and 
local elected officials as early in a 
program planning cycle as is reasonably 
feasible to explain specific plans and 
actions; 

(3) Makes efforts to accommodate 
State and local elected officials’ 
concerns with proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development that are communicated 
through the State process; 

(4) Seeks the coordination of views of 
affected State and local elected officials 
in one State with those of another State 
when proposed Federal financial 
assistance or direct Federal 
development has an impact on interstate 
metropolitan urban centers or other 
interstate areas; and 

(5) Supports State and local 
governments by discouraging the 
reauthorization or creation of any 

planning organization which is 
Federally-fanded, which has a limited 
purpose, and which is not adequately 
representative of, or accountable to, 
State or local elected officials. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 


§ 40.5 Federal interagency coordination. 


The Administrator, to the extent 
practicable, consults with and seeks 
advice from all other substantially 
affected Federal departments and 
agencies in an effort to assure full 
coordination between such agencies and 
the VA regarding programs and 
activities covered under these 
regulations. 

(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 


§ 40.6 Selection of programs and 
activities. 


(a) A State may select any program or 
activity published in the Federal 
Register in accordance with § 40.3 of 
this part, for intergovernmental review 
under these regulations. Each State, 
before selecting programs and activities 
shall consult with local elected officals. 

(b) Each State that adopts a process 
shall notify the Administrator of the 
VA's programs and activities selected 
for that process. 

(c) A State may notify the 
Administrator of changes in its 
selections at any time. For each change, 
the State shall submit to the 
Administrator an assurance that the 
State has consulted with local elected 
officials regarding the change. The VA 
may establish deadlines by which States 
are required to inform the Administrator 
of changes in their program selections. 

(d) The Administrator uses a State's 
process as soon as feasible, depending 
on individual programs and activities, 
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after the Administrator is notified of its 
selections. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231{b)) 


§ 40.7 with State and local 
officiais concerning VA's programs and 
activities. 


The Administrator provides notice to 
directly affected State, areawide, 
regional, and local entities in a State of 
proposed Federal financial assistance or 
direct Federal development if: 

(a) The State has not adopted a 
process under the order; or 

(b) The assistance or development 
involves a program or activity not 
selected for the State process. 

This notice may be made by publication 
in the Federal Register or other 
appropriate means, which the VA in its 
discretion deems appropriate. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 


§ 40.8 Commenting on proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development. 

{a) Except in unusual circumstances, 
the Administrator gives State processes 
or State, areawide, regional and local 
officials and entities at least 60 days 
from the date established by the 
Administrator to comment on proposed 
direct Federal development or Federal 
financial assistance. 

(b) This section also applies to 
comments in cases in which the review, 
coordination, and communication with 
the VA have been delegated. 

(c) Applicants for programs and 
activities subject to section 204 of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Act shall allow areawide agencies a 60- 
day opportunity for review and 
comment. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231{b)) — 
§ 40.9 Comment receipt and response to 
comments. 


(a) The Administrator follows the 
procedures in § 40.10 if: 

(1) A State office or official is 
designated to act as a single point of 
contact between a State process and all 
Federal agencies, and 

(2) That office or official transmits a 
State process recommendation for a 
program selected under § 40.6. 

(b)(1) The single point of contact is not 
obligated to transmit comments from 
State, areawide, regional or local 


officials and entities where there is no 
State process recommendation. 

(2) If a State process recommendation 
is transmitted by a single point of 
contact, all comments from State, 
areawide, regional, and local officials 
and entities that differ from it must also 
be transmitted. 

(c) If a State has not established a 
process, or is unable to submit a State 
process recommendation, State, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the VA. 

(d) If a program or activity is not 
selected for a State process, State, 
areawide, regional and local officials 
and entities may submit comments 
either to the applicant or to the VA. In 
addition, if a State process 
recommendation for a nonselected 
program or activity is transmitted to the 
VA by the single point of contact, the 
Administrator follows the procedures of 
§ 40.10 of this part. 

(e) The Administrator considers 
comments which do not constitute a 
State process recommendation 
submitted under these regulations and 
for which the Administrator is not 
required to apply the procedures of 
§ 40.10 of this part, when such 
comments are provided by a single point 
of contact, by the applicant, or directly 
to the VA by a commenting party. 


(38 U.S.C.-4231(b)) 


§ 40.10 Making efforts to sccommodate 
intergovernmental concerns. 

(a) If a State process provides a State 
process recommendation to the VA 
through its single point of contact, the 
Administrator either— 

(1) Accepts the recommendation; 

(2) Reaches a mutually agreeable 
solution with the State process; or 

(3) Provides the single point of contact 
with such written explanation of the 
decision, as the Administrator in his or 
her discretion deems appropriate. The 
Administrator may also supplement the 
written explanation by providing the 
explanation to the single point of 
contact by telephone, other 
telecommunication, or other means. 

(b) In any explanation under 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the 
Administrator informs the single point of 
contact that: 
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(1) The VA will not implement its 
decision for at least ten days after the 
single point of contact receives the 
explanation; or 

(2) The Administrator has reviewed 
the decision and determined that, 
because of unusual circumstances, the 
waiting period of at least ten days is not 
feasible. 

(c) For purposes of computing the 
waiting period under paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section, a single point of contact is 
presumed to have received written 
notification five days after the date of 
mailing of such notification. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 


§ 40.11 Interstate. 


(a) The Administrator is responsible 
for: 

(1) Identifying proposed Federal 
financial assistance and direct Federal 
development that have an impact on 
interstate areas; 

(2) Notifying appropriate officials and 
entities in States which have adopted a 
process and which select the VA’s 
program or activity. 

(3) Making efforts to identify and 
notify the affected State, areawide, 
regional, and local officials and entities 
in those States that have not adopted a 
process under the order or do not select 
the VA's program or activity; 

(4) Responding pursuant to § 40.10 of 
this part if the Administrator receives a 
recommendation from a designated 
areawide agency transmitted by a single 
point of contact, in cases in which the 
review, coordination, and 
communication with the VA have been 
delegated, or 

(b) The Administrator uses the 
procedures in § 40.10 if a State process 
provides a State process 
recommendation to the VA through a 
single point of contact. 


(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 
§ 40.12 (Reserved) 


§ 40.13 Waiver. 

In an emergency, the Administrator 
may waive any provision of these 
regulations. 

(38 U.S.C. 4231(b)) 
{FR Doc. 83~17088 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Employment Standards 
Administration, Wage and Hour 
Division 


Minimum Wages for Federal and 
Federally Assisted Construction; 
General Wage Determination 
Decisions 


General wage determination decisions 
of the Secretary of Labor specify, in 
accordance with applicable law and on 
the basis of information available to the 
Department of Labor from its study of 
local wage conditions and from other 
sources, the basic hourly wage rates and 
fringe benefit payments which are 
determined to be prevailing for the 
described classes of laborers and 
mechanics employed on construction 
projects of the character and in the 
localities specified therein. 

The determinations in these decisions 
of such prevailing rates and fringe 
benefits have been made by authority of 
the Secretary of Labor pursuant to the 
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act of 
March 3, 1931, as amended (46 Stat. 
1494, as amended, 40 U.S.C. 276a) and of 
other Federal statutes referred to in 29 
CFR 1.1 (including the statutes listed at 
36 FR 306 following Secretary of Labor's 
Order No. 24-70) containing provisions 
for the payment of wages which are 
dependent upon determination by the 
Secretary of Labor under the Davis- 
Bacon Act; and pursuant to the 
provisions of part 1 of subtitle A of title 
29 of Code of Federal Regulations, 
Procedure for Predetermination of Wage 
Rates (37 FR 21138) and of Secretary of 
Labor's Orders 12-71 and 15-71 (36 FR 
8755, 8756). The prevailing rates and 
fringe benefits determined in these 
decisions shall, in accordance with the 
provisions of the foregoing statutes, 
constitute the minimum wages payable 
on Federal and federally assisted 
construction projects to laborers and 
mechanics of the specified classes 
engaged on contract work of the 
character and in the localities described 
therein. 

Good cause is hereby found for not 
utilizing notice and public procedure 
thereon prior to the issuance of these 
determinations as prescribed in 5 U.S.C. 
553 and not providing for delay in 
effective date as prescribed in that 
section, because the necessity to issue 
construction industry wage 
determination frequently and in large 
volume causes procedures to be 


impractical and contrary to the public 
interest. : 

General wage determination decisions 
are effective from their date of 
publication in the Federal Register 
without limitation as to time and are to 
be used in accordance with the 
provisions of 29 CFR Parts 1 and 5. 
Accordingly, the applicable decision 
together with any modifications issued 
subsequent to its publication date shall 
be made a part of every contract for 
performance of the described work 
within the geographic area indicated as 
required by an applicable Federal 
prevailing wage law and 29 CFR, Part 5. 
The wage rates contained therein shall 
be the minimum paid under such 
contract by contractors and 
subcontractors on the work. 


MODIFICATIONS AND SUPERSEDEAS 
DECISIONS TO GENERAL WAGE 
DETERMINATION DECISIONS 


Modifications and supersedeas 
decisions to general wage determination 
decisions are based upon information 
obtained concerning changes in 
prevailing hourly wage rates and fringe 
benefit payments since the decisions 
were issued. 

The determinations of prevailing rates 
and fringe benefits made in the 
modifications and supersedeas 
decisions have been made by authority 
of the Secretary of Labor pursuant to the 
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act of 
March 3, 1931, as amended (46 Stat. 
1494, as amended, 40 U.S.C. 276a) and of 
other Federal statutes referred to in 29 
CFR 1.1 (including the statutes listed at 
36 FR 306 following Secretary of Labor's 
Order No. 24-70) containing provisions 
for the payment of wages which are 
dependent upon determination by the 
Secretary of Labor under the Davis- 
Bacon Act; and pursuant to the 
provisions of part 1 of subtitle A of title 
29 of Code of Federal Regulations, 
Procedure for Predetermination of Wage 
Rates (37 FR 21138) and of Secretary of 
Labor's orders 13-71 and 15-71 (36 FR 
8755, 8756). The prevailing rates and 
fringe benefits determined in foregoing 
general wage determination decisions, 
as hereby modified, and/or superseded 
shall, in accordance with the provisions 
of the foregoing statutes, constitute the 
minimum wages payable on Federal and 
federally assisted construction projects 
to laborers and mechanics of the 
specified classes engaged in contract 
work of the character and in the 
localities described therein. 

Modifications and supersedeas 
decisions are effective from their date of 
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publication in the Federal Register 
without limitation as to time and are to 
be used in accordance with the 
provisions of 29 CFR Parts 1 and 5. 

Any person, organization, or 
governmental agency having an interest 
in the wages determined as prevailing is 
encouraged to submit wage rate 
information for consideration by the 
Department. Further information and 
self-explanatory forms for the purpose 
of submitting this data may be obtained 
by writing to the U.S. Department of 
Labor, Employment Standards 
Administration, Wage and Hour 
Division, Office of Government Contract 
Wage Standards, Division of 
Government Contract Wage 
Determinations, Washington, D.C. 20210. 
The cause for not utilizing the 
rulemaking procedures prescribed in 5 
U.S.C. 553 has been set forth in the 
original General Determination 
Decision. 


Modifications to General Wage 
Determination Decisions 


The numbers of the decisions being 
modified and their dates of publication 
in the Federal Register are listed with 
each State. 


Nov. 12, 1982. 
Nov. 19, 1982 


1LB2-2003.....seven 
Louisiana: LA62-4053 
Ohio: 
May 13, 1983. 
. Feb. 11, 1983. 


Rhode Island: R!81-3042... 
Tennessee: TN82-2057 


Virginia: YVA81-3015. 


Supersedeas Decisions to General Wage 
Determination Decisions 


The numbers of the decisions being 
superseded and their dates of 
publication in the Federal Register are 
listed with each State. Supersedeas 
decision numbers are in parentheses 
following the numbers of the decisions 
being superseded. 
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Florida: 
FLB2-1072(FLES—10414).csccccsescersnnserenee 
FL82-1073(FL83-1042).... 
FL82-1074(FL83-1043).... 
FL82-1075(FL83-1044) 
FL82-1076(FL83-1045) 
FL82-1077(FL83-1046) 
FL82-1078(FL83-1047).... 
FL82-1079(FL82-1048).... 
FL82-1080(FL83-1049).... 
FL82-1081(FL83-1050) 

Missouri; MO83-4021(MO83-4047) ... 

South Carolina: 
SC79-1038(SC83-1051) 
SC79-1048(SC83-1052) . 

Texas; TX81-4052(TX83-4048) 


sPSSPSSPIFR 


Signed at Washington, D.C., this 17th day 
of June 1983. 


Dorothy P. Come, 

Assistant Administrator, Wage and Hour 
Division. 

BILLING CODE 4510-27-™ 





ices 


a 
° 
a 
— 
e 
ts 
i 
N 
Vv 
S 
3 
_ 
> 
oO 
e 
fa 
~~. 
on 
N 
v 
3 
z 
Cs) 
7 
3S 
> 
— 
S 
% 


egi 


Federal R 


G=ng 93829u0) uo way eso f2edmey euojs 9 32Tq fuTSseg yoIe5 pue sToyueN fuay dwng tsBuzpTyng 
jo Suyzoys pur Suyuurdzepun f2zepuey azsaserg faojezedp eurtyoeN But205 f203e10d9 eutyoeK 
fusuing 23029005 f2103¥20d9 weeg 29Sse] fsyetzeqeW AeTTWIS 20 a3eTd182seN ButTpuey s2920qQe7 
fguejg Azezodwey 10 eTqe310g ‘jueuewieg ‘uewatess xtW Apeay f203e29d9 autycen aeYUdsy 

Q2n> faoyey ateydsy fuewegny] fuswpes] - 32ng ajez2U05 aTdtatMy f103e1edp rzexTW 2e320K fpesn 
G28 STeTIeIeH USTeI0g S19yq 20 TeTIEIEW 30H YYTA suOSe_ Butpusl fs2sAeq aTeYdsy uo UeTMeeI9g 
fs0ae20do meg e3a29U0D feuerp uo Ue TeUsTS fuswreuBeH BuTdwey aty fAeMYySTH PF 399235 - 193395 
Gi02 Te9e3S f1zehe7 aTTL 20/pue vey ynohe] fsicjezedg TTT1g Pp r2eUMEyVeL {s103e20d9 ABsUTeYD 
fzaryo20] P Szeuang ‘s2a33ND ‘sizepTeq {4204 28mMeg LO UEW pre] fue eTzZzON eazUUND fya3deq sOTg 
299204 uossteD f2epeeads dtyD uo uey pug yuorg fsyoo] szemog f1ex2eYD epezy f3ueTg BUTIeOTY 
uo usunueg fs2ez0qe] s2oys pue puey e8peig ‘puey y20q {8uz220zuyey zo BuzAL Pp BuTIIND 
*Zuyoeld ‘Suzaeg a30e2900D fyjdeqg sn{q 8294104 wWeprajzj305 $(Seq 20 HINg) SzeTpueH ‘s10QseTq P 
ecrT *usy Ala ‘Ae1D ‘OTT ts auewen fsz03e2ed9 aozeaqT, fyzdeg sntd srsyx10M szeMes fsweysdg 
Suzzezeg-0g YITA S2v20Quq f{sTeTI2eIeEH BUTPTINg JO BSutTpuey 20 a2822U0D 2eq 107 pesh 3zun 
PeZTI0IOW 10 GeTS3ng paeztioroy f2e4%20m plozzecs faaTTeIsUT Dy3SeTg f1eueaTD yUe] fuaW 3ae] 

, 9 ®1392y t2epuel, uosey faedung yoqeg fayy ve2g uy szepue] yeuuN] f3e4 6194104 23822005 
isreg-8y YP 6299104 19995 WITA S1re920Qe7 P BuTpeoTUN faeTpuLH epyz0oTYD fzeTpuUeH aueWweD fyoPZy 
{SuzYyIOTD 20 uyAS O29 [NzwIeH 2e39eH USteI0g Aue YITA STeTreIeW AUy JO BuTTpueH tz gNoUD 
SuyuesyD aoputy 9 fArsuTY DVN TT® 203 sauysTZuTz35 ‘saxeISg Jo Butasag tButyoosdeszyg 

{3uzy2e2m fe2re20qe7] auetg alteydsy fszede7] 9 suTY OEM UITA S2ex%20m BTeUdSy fseer] JO ]eACWeY 
$e0a2) jo Buzauetg fpog zo Buzhey tseaysoldxg Sutpeotug faedeospue7 fuey ata faequny 
Buyuee{) fs2ez0qe] Buyouey fsaetTpuey TeT2e3eH fsadTpuvy wI0g fs2e330ds p vaewdung ‘ueW 
xOg [aACID f2epue] aepusweyes 20 uswaaty fuewgyIzD [Oo] fzepuay aequedieD fuowmoD *%1 aNOUD 


% 9 € ‘2 SVaYV YOU SNOILVOIAISSVID SUTNOEVI 


S16°% 62°CT z dnoip 
S$T6°T 70°ET 1 dnozp 
t% weary 
ST6°% 6z°ET z dnoap 
S16°% 70°ET 1 dnozp 
t¢ very 
62° %T z dnorp 
1 dnozp 
tz very 
26202097 
3p 


>» 9 ¢ ‘2 S¥erzy 103 s2020qGN7 
82 


SFOUTITI ‘*80D O8eqeuutA > 
‘eprseatum ‘uosueydeis ‘pueyey 
yI0y ‘813809 ‘vea7 ‘ssezTAegor 
*Azueay ‘TTosseD ‘neeang 

(c86t ‘8 THadv © CT”ST Ud GY) 

T@ “GON = SCOZ“EBTI “ON NOISTOD 


@ *d SNOILWOIZIGON 





#12410m [IaH 2224S 
?HONVHO| 


NOILONULSNOD 
AVAMHOTH $ ‘AAVEH ‘ONIGTING 
*VOTUOTI YF SAILNNOD VISNIOA 
CUVATAG VF ALIS UVAVa BVaV TSH! 
9 ‘WHLNED LHOIlA BOVdS ACINNIX 
@4V AOTULVd ‘SAV TWUZAVNVD adv 
(LTEZS Ud LY YE ZeET_2equaAON) 
oa “don 


\ ‘d SNOILVOIZIGON 


9124104 80382q9V 
*ZONVHD 


NOTLOCMULSNOOD ONTATING 
varuols ‘ALNNOD advc 


(Loevt Ba Bb - CB6T_*T TH2¢¥) 
€ # “don 


TEL 


-—9TO1-E81d “ON NOISIOIG 


L@ UOCTIEOTZJTPOW Peer OF 
Z86T‘OT eunc uo peusttqnd 
9# UOT eOTZTPOW e5ueUd 

Be UOCTIEOTITPOW PROT OF 
Z86T‘LT eunc uo peysrtaqnd 


Le UOTIeBOTZTPOW. ebueyd 
*ZONWHO 


*seTqUNOD xez 

-2teg 3 ‘uogSutTay‘erazpue 
-xeTy yO AZO quepuedepur 
-ByUTHITA TOOYOS SutuyTerL 
oa 3fsetaunoD seb1z0e5D 
eoutzg 2 AzewohzuoW pueT 
-AZEWLeTQUNTOD JO ZOFIISTA 
(Z86T 

*ZT TOqUOeAOCN-POETS Ys Lb) 
6¢ “Gon 

=TE0E-Z85a “ON NOISIOSG 





n 
o 
= 
a 
° 
ps 
— 
: 
a 
oa 
S 
3 
— 
> 
w 
3 
be 
ie 
— 
8 
we 
6 
Zz 
o 
+ 
°° 
> 
— 
he 
2 
3 
m% 
a 
& 
® 
® 
bie 


owe7g VW. YT SYONIL yYouTM # ¢(3N0Y 32ad OS°s 

TEUOTIFPpe Ue SBATI5S9y) JsTTOY AIOReAQTA UMeIG 3JORDRIL !s830R0e24 
{s103R29UaH Weays fsaaTTOY ‘wnig eTbuts 3zaeb6ny ‘sysyou ‘auyyouy 
Gur6bezg 28Meg ‘szstoy fsz0zeAaTT 2ybyeIg aPTsuL ‘syastoH 
foTQeWOINY ‘Sassou {*pA HZ Jepun S3zepeo[pu_ yUOIg 10 STeACYs 
331TYSIH faseutbug szeseeIyn fsyonay 331 THXI0ga ¢9TQeRI0a ‘I0ABAUOD 
£(22A40 pue beg OM]) JOXTW @3eADU0D ‘s1szZOPTINg ‘peTTedorzq semog 
*woorg {33 7THIO, YOTIG faaTIOg £(*pA *ND 9/E 32eAC) QeOqog = Z sseTd 


soutyoen Surpysueiy, ¥ fwoogd apts pue ‘woog YyRTA 3JORDeIL, fT TNdeuINoy 
{sey66ng etppesays {2eaeq wrog-dt{Ts fumeiq 31039e1,-sdoo0dg !(,9¢ 
UeYI SS8T) JePUTIO TITW OIOY £(3aH0 pUue(,9E) JePUTID TTIW O30"N 
$(pazunow yon33) TItId yOou ¢ (petTtsdozd-zTas) Ttt3q yoy fTT}aG 
@TOH PUTT pue pesteusidund pue zaxytnq unsdA5 sdund edA4q aaios 
-8838195 ezaenbs 3683835 dung ‘wey Teng sa3a325 dung fautTyoey ssa234g 
-33q {138651q aToH 380q ‘6ty pry¥s pue SieATjg aTtd {![02}3eq 1030K 
faayWoWosOT ¢syonay woog ST [NeApAH fseoyyoeg Or{TNeapdéH !3I00TA BuO 
z966ny om, ‘s3stoH ‘wn3g xse1u, pue ‘omy, ‘aug ‘S3stoH ‘sauTYyoRM 
AeTIWSS pue UoTUTG pue yey sdAY epysyno ‘s10}eseTA ‘SQsTOHR 

$2049 pue “pA &Z JepeOoTpU 3uOIZ 1O STaAOCYS 3zZTTYSIH ‘seuTYyoRK 
Buy3noiH f{6ur,essiq ‘zepe3y foupyoew 3039N5H pue qind sseTwI0g 
{6uyjeaesay, ‘syotssaq fsyoyzzaq 4938 ‘seuOjS ‘JaysnNID faueID 393835 
ipeeysouwey ‘seuerzd fseueIDd {29MOL BZ2IDU0D { (pajuNOW yONAL) dumg 
@33IDU0D {19DeTd B38IDU0D fzepuN pue-*3z3 “Nd gLzZ JaAe_d 2391900 
£°93 °MS g_Z 2EA0 AaAeg BQ2I9U0D f120AdAUOY 3a3a79U0D | (peRZUNOKW 
YONIL) AsyedIg BRaIDU0D faATeA 9T2320I4L pue JOSsaidwoD ‘seurYyoRM 
JapeOTPU, 2UOIg GOH YORG uoTIeusquoy fQueTd XIN-TpeH TeI3UaD 
{sty uosszed {aaTeA BTIIOAYL pue AeTToqg fojzousag {jueTd yoRe 
fapesboyny fiaapeaids ztTeydsy ‘3uetad 3Teydsy ‘ozueyseay - I sswId 


%SNOILVOIAISSVID SUOLVEIAO LNAWAINOT WAMOd 


dong 93929005 uo usy esoy fzedme], sucIs P 327q fuTseg YOIeD pue eToumEH fus_ dung fsButpT ENG 
jo Susicys pue Susuuzdzepun fzepusy, z2eqeeTq f103e10dp suTY eH BuTI0D f202e20d9 sUTYOEN s*805 ofeqeanta 7 
Suyuang 9303900) f2z0je10d9 weeg a9se] fsTey1eqeH AeTTwWTS 10 sQeuTd193CCN BuTTpueEH s2920QRT Sprse2 TUM vosusyde3s 
fquetq Azerodwey, 20 etqeaiog ‘jueuemieg ‘uswetess xTH Apesy f103e10d9 suzyoeN ITeYdsy (30478 STOUFTIT 3° °a) 
gana fasyry ateydsy fuewsgn] fuewpes] - 32ng 93e20U0D eTdyatMH f103e19dp 2exXTH 22210H {pesn we e120 GcgednsayT 
BIe STeTI9ZeN USTe10g vroyy 26 TETI9IEW IOH IQA SuUOSeN BuTpuD] fsireAvg 3TeYdsy uO UFMUEIIg ™ STTSSeT sero. 
tzo1ezedg meg 932019U0D feuerg UO URW TeUsTS fusmreuMeH Bude] sty fAeMyZTH Y 29023S = 193395 : atexed Tloz289 ‘(oz 
mIog 19999 faeXe] aTT] 20/pue uey anofe] fs20jez0dp 1172q p 29uMEyRIVS fs10je10d9 ARSUTEYD j 93y 3° *a) aed su00g 
tcemyo20] Y SzsUINg *s19349ND ‘sz2ePT24 $4204 2eMeg TO URW peDdT fus_ e1ZzzZ0ON B3IFUUND fyQdeq SNTZ E ts203e10d9 IW = teM0g 
219410m UoSsTeD faopeeads dtyD vo ueW pug QuOrZ fsTOO] AzSMOg f1dyD9YD epeIn f3ueTg BUTIFOT, 62" oT z — 
uo uauyueg fsi2s10qe] B10yS pur pueH eBpe1g ‘pueH yoeq ffuzo10zuzsy zo ButAL Y BuzIIND i. 70°%T T Gno29 
*Sursetd *Buzaeg d2e12u0D fyydeg sn{g £19910q Wep19zz0D $(3eg 10 yINg) SreTpUeH ‘s19z8eTd P pty | very 
wary ‘ysy Ata ‘AeTD ‘eozT TS 2ueweD fsz0qez0dg acqeaqT, fyydeq entd sisyi04 saeMes fswoqsis 6z"ET z oa 
Suz299e4-3g WTA Sz2za0qeT {sTeTz9IeH BuTPTINg JO BuzTpueH 20 930250] 29m 30g pes IFUN | 90°ET . . 5 
P2ZFIOQOW 20 SaT3ng paztz030W {2942104 PTOJZeIS faeTTeISUT DTASeTg fzouFsTD yur] fue 2°, | so gp rend 
9 21229y f2epuey uosey fzedung yo1eg faty e214 uy sz9pua] Jouun, £394 6194104 932919005 6z*eT z Seta 
{s27ge/sy Y SA94IOM 19935 YWFA S2220qe] Y BuTpeoTuN fz9TpueH SpTIoTYD f22TpueH QuIweD fy>"zL %0"€T . ne 
tQuzyASTD 20 uUTYS 03 TnywIeH 2933eH USTeI0g Aue YQTA STeTIsIeH Avy jo SuzTpueH *%7 ANOWD pe aco: 
BuyueeyD Moputm y fA20UTYIeEW TTe 203 seut]ZuzsIg ‘soyeIS jo BuTAtig {3uzjooadeszg sorts exudsanntin 
tSuyyoerm feaezoqey quetg ateydsy fs10Ae7 9 suTYyseW YITA S199204 ATeYdsy fsee2] Jo [eACMDY dy coey 
fcooay zo Buzjuctg fpos zo Suze] fsoaysotdxg Suppeoyun faadesspuey fua ata f3equny suseiey 20014 8908 9 
SuyueeyD {s1e2z0qe] Buzouez fs1eTpuey TeFIsjeH fcrsTpuey mI0g fc29330ds P usudung ‘ua 


fuemz a ts 
xog JoAez9 fz9pudy az2pueweyes 20 vswerTy fusmMgTID TOOL faspudy 22QuSdIeD fuomMeD tT dNOUd | ™ eo Phan an 


tpp 
9% 9 SZ *”Z SVTYV WOd SNOILVOIAISSVID SUTUOTVT EJ pr 


(P,380D) COO7Z-ZSTI “ON NOISIOIG 
¥ *d SHOILVDIZIGOH € *d SNOILVOIJIGON 


“09 o8eqouuts 9 

*(h a) ®prseatqn ‘uosusydezg 

*(A8ATY SFOUFTTI JO *g) 

weajng ‘9739 ‘uozeBuzazyT 

‘ov ‘OTIese] ‘ssezaegor 

‘qieyed *‘TTozzeD *(97# 

*"32y JO “g) neving ‘eucog 
20z S2103e19d9 quewdynby 129M0g 
92 ¥ SZ ‘HZ SBeIy 103 Sr0I0qQNT 
327m 


8293354 29TAUTzdS 
€ very 
t82199210q TEI Jo9ONS 
€ serv 
te19j004 
€ te2y 
382933 ;ywesIS 
9 {sxzequntg {e1929 430074 
3uF3 seTqpues 
4eads 
Te93¢$ Teanjonz3¢ 
29T TO" fyenzg 
t¢ very 
ss19qUTeg 
very 
26193395 ®TTL 9 {s299204 
ozzerzay {6193395 91q2eHK 
9 very 
$ SIvyIOMMOAT 
% very 
sSUSTIFIIIOT_ 
£19203 881g 
sucsey JusweD 
t¢ veay 
te1913}3eV1g PF SuCse_™ QUEUE 
9 very 
tez04e] 20074 3230S 
9 SuomsaTipeTtd fs3q3tIAT TH 
fs2syje] fs2zsquedze5 
€ very 
:eucsemeUNS 
9 tsze3qutog tsasuveTD 
fszsynep tsasdeTROFAIg 
z eeay 
SSLSACULGT JOY 
z very 
IS194I0M SORSEQSy 
seSuey> 


STOUTTTI ‘se; UND Pz0zpoom 

9 ‘o3eqouuty *** ‘puog ‘suepy 

(2861 ‘S$ 4YO2BH = 6696 Hd Lt). 
24# “GOW = COOZ-Z81I “ON NOISIDAG 





| ° wozAeq 
“OD SINQeIUusy |; #*ag9 UTOM B PAE 30 SNTpEZ 
s610203881d *yu IT puckeq S227 TeI9UT 
“oD eInqeaysy || SuczIeopunmMoD [P0FAI9eTT 
$62933%S @ITL 9 {8294204 66°24 86°9T$ 007 hog 
Ozzerzal £532933%5 @1929H 4°35 UTEN P PAC 3° SNTpes 
*op stnqradsy °F! IT UIITA S2aTTeIEUT 
ssuosey JueMeD SUOTISDFUNMMOD 122733 09TF 
s2eAe] 20074 1305 $*809 (*edAL 
UeUIeAzIpeTid fsayZtsAltITHW uyTquerg 9 ‘ye02D 222TD 
Sisquediep || *eudem jo *Sdnl) Ue2284 
$°O) 42835 9 ‘e1qeag ‘ArowoSqu0M ‘TUR TH 
UPMISATIPOT Td ‘gueer9 ‘ayzeq ‘uOIUTTD 
S3y3FI2ATT TH $ SUT 21329013 
3°80 JyTumNg 9 23u22104 ta8uey) 
UOUL2ATIpeT Td j 
624352411 TH oTyo **80D 
seg Syese7 qopuety 7 poon’***uelty ‘suepy 
CENSOATE PPS TE (e96t ‘ct APH = S6LTZ Ud BY) 
erq3F2AT TT Z@ *GOK 
sreheoy * 6€0Z-E8HO “ON NOISIOIG 
20014 2305 fsaequedzeD 
s°80D 
eye] 9 eZoyedng ‘etnqeaysy 
sex10he7 | 
2001g 2309S 9 fusmIeAzIpeTT 
feqy8zaatitu tsaequedze) 
oo°e | 4e*9T *oD eInqeagsy 
teuosemaucjs {szad4e19>°7 2g 
S$OL*€ | SSe°sT SISHOULOT TO" || 6T°ET *2@qg NeyseoTeS 
ce°zs| wets "09 (°0D 30 *wey) FINQeaysy ty euog 


6 prea wouze, 3 SsyTAaeg 
88294204 soqseqsy $z°et : € eu0z 


uo0s2e3 Jer‘ YOZSeURD 
‘preborneeg‘uetty 


sesuvy speer PTNOUS ET# “POW 
UT PST TPow sz0yZe7 
€ dnozp 
z dnozp 
Tt dnoip - £ su0g 
tszrequtTeg 
sz20t1tds eTqes XINO #2F3UN0D OBeqeuntA y “(fh *d) Sprsertun ‘uosueyders 
SUBTOTIQO@TTI-Z Suoz ‘e130 ‘ee7 ‘ssezaegor ‘Qi eyeq ‘{1021"D ‘euoog 103 [172g PTOH putIG pus pestis 
sSUBTOTI20ETR ; 
| $€6°2 | Te°9Ts$ Z euoz SI®TIO = & SSVI 
USUISATIPST Td *SISXIOA SORSEqSY 
ze°zs| Te*9ts s1ejuedi05 TSONWHD 27TTxIOg YOTIQ & f (pA *nd p/E Sutpntour pue o3 dn) 
3% very 2@9qOg {S2yoUTA TTTIP O132z9eTe Tews » ‘seyouTN {(¢ yBnozy3 Zz) 
SUSMIPATIPET Tg YP S29QUedIeD | eueTstnoy eptusneas seuTyoeM SuypTem ‘Sautod TTeM ‘Sduing £(°33 DOE ZO TeICR & paesoxe 
sesusy: (28/S/TT = tev0g wa Lb) ©2 30U £€ O23 T) .€ 2840 ‘Sduwng ! (6uyQoe2Qxe pue Surarip eTrd) sazug 
mu bi? “GOW Jamog oTTNeIpAW fS3z00p STQeWO{Ne YITA UOIING YsSnd s309eA8T, 
OFYO ‘epTAsaeys|| BWuesee —ts0b-2avl ON NOISIDgO @Pisur ‘s3sjoH {(paTTOI3UOD TenUeW 2e9S0942) SI0ReAeTY epysUrT 
(eget ‘11 Azwnaqeg - 669 ua BY)! *SISTOH fTeoTUReYOeW ‘S1e3ReqH fMxNS 32eA0 O63e7-3203RR30UeH f32epUN 
9@ “GOW = 900Z-E8HO *ON NOISIONG pue Ay OS TTeWS-209e2eUeDH f203¥Iedq QUaeWdtNbe TTews-UOTIeUTG 
“WOOD 10ST 320A0 e638 7-208se7dWOD sayy $(°33 DOE JO T#I02 & peeoxe 
03 JOU § OF T ) JepuN PUue OST TTeUWs-J0SseadWOD 3Ay¥ - € SSYTD 


OFUO ‘sezQuUNeD 3 FUMING $o°* tt 
> ‘waeag ‘eB8eq20g ‘uyes07 S$$°OT 
‘aye ‘e8oyedng ‘etngez4 S0°OT 

(ee6t ‘gz Azenaqeg  ofze ud ay) 
€+78° 


€% “GON = E1OZ-ESHO “ON NOISTOS 09°9T 


RE+Z8° | OT*OT 


% 
S 
Pa 
2 
a 
_— 
g 
- 
st 
N 
x 
RS 
> 
oO 
oO 
Ee 
we 
_— 
3 
N 
— 
S 
4 
os 
+ 
3 
> 
_ 
: 
= 
3 
: 
+ 





4(G,LNOD) SUOLVURdO LNENAINOE WaNOd 


(P,3805) €OO%*ZS1I *ON NOISTOAG 


9 “d SNOILYOIAIGON $ *d SNOILVOIZIGON 





anor | 46°Tt II 3NO02 
$502 | TO°2T I aNnoz 
| A SSVI 
b6°TTt II JNOZ 
t2°2Tt T 3Noz 
AI SSVTO 
1 $€°2Tt II gNOz 
6s°2T I 3NoOz 
III sswiI> 
BE *ST II 3NOZ 
e9°st I 3Noz 
II SSVvTO 
T9°ST II aNOz 
ss8°st I aNoz 
I ssvIo 
sSYOLWUGdO LNAWdINOaA YIMOd 
eT°ot II GNoOz 
ce°ot I aNoOz 
MaNUNG - UTLNIdIYD 
ve°oTt II 3NOZ 
€s°ot I aNOz 
UAGTIM - AZLNAdIVD 
v6°tT II aNoz 
oT’oTt I 3NOZ 
SaSLNIdIVD 
sNOIL 
ONYLSNOD AYMHSIA %_AAVSH 
*ZONWHO 


“wa 
**OD GNWTSYOWLSAM ‘NOL 
ONIHSYM ‘NIVUYM ‘OONWNZA 
SSYSWOS ‘UILLOd ‘NITAdIW 
YNYSMOW ‘SONSUMYT ‘YFOUIW 
‘NOSYasaae ‘YNVIGNI 
*‘NOGONILNOH ‘aNgzaD 
NOLTNI ‘NITNNWAA ‘Ls 
| ‘SLLAAWA ‘SINS ‘ATS 
CuOdIMWaD ‘NOLNITO ‘OTIIZ 
“UWV31ID ‘NOIUWIO ‘SULNTD 
NOYSWYD ‘VINENYD ‘YgTLNG 
‘aIwia ‘quosaga ‘YsAvaE 
‘ONOULSWUY ‘ANZHOITTW 
(T86T 
‘9g Aine - PC6ve Ba 9p) 
Tt# “Gow 
= ThO€-T8¥d “ON NOISIOga 


a 
8 
° 
Zz. 
~ 
a 
2 
gS 
RS 
> 
oO 
oc 
‘es 
bo 
= 
a 
ci 
6 
a 
S 
3 
= 
i 
: 


8 *d SNOILYVOISIGON 


HuTozr0zuTSeYy 
+ SUAMBOMNOUT 
saqv 


€ SseTS 
Z SseTtS 
T sseT> 
UOTIONIzSUOD 
Sutprtng uo SezITTTIN 
pue Butaeg ‘uot? 
-ezedezg ests butpntour 
?S2I@AtIG 
yonzy AeaybhtpH pue AaeeR 
tSUSATUG WONUL 
Atuo erudjepertrad 
SLHOTUMTIIN 
dnozp 
dnoip 
dno1p 
dno1z9 
dnozp 
dnozp 
dnozp 
dnozp 
+ SUsUOEVT 
(AqTuo) etudtTepert rug 
TezueweUIO 2 TeINQONI3g 
* SUJMYOMNOUT 
(Atuo) etudreperttud 


SNWIOIVLOTIS | 


SNOSYW LNEWID 
SUZLNIGIYD 
*ZONWHD 


WINWATASNNGd ‘SIILNNOD 
WIHdTSCVIIHd 2 AUSWODLNOW 
‘JUVMV1dG ‘YILSHHD ‘SNONE 

(Z86T 

‘oz Azenaqeg - 188 Ya Ld) 
S# “GOW 
= 800€-c8vd “ON NOISIOgG 


aaa BOO & 


Bee Oe Be Oe Oe Oe 


P6T+HE| = PL°OT 


SaaNWWesTIO€ 
‘ZONWHO 


NOILONULSNOD ONIGTING 
IddISSISSIW ‘ALNNOD SONI 
(ZTEPT 

ud 8p UT ce6l_“1_T Eze) | 
atti eit ae 

- ST0t-28SW ON NOLSIOdd | 


£ *d SNOILYOIAZIGON 


SNVIDINHOGL~ 
v 


-MuOM ANIT TWI DuaWAOD 


saONVHO 


OOIXEW MIN ‘AOIMALVLS 


te6t ‘€1 Aew = secizuder 
Té#*PON-9C0P-CSWN# NOISIOUG 


$ue}2}2399TE 


ZN 
e968 21G20N —- J9{Seoury 
Zé “QOW-SZ0b-CSEN# NOISIOGI 


a 
RT 


SUBFIFIIIOTZ 
se3usq> 


OTgD ‘set uNeD 

Aeawgrta 9 ‘vostpeH *8ut42F7 
‘uyTquerg ‘pTetzsyeg ‘ezensTeAq 
(€s6t ‘OT @unr = 00042 Yd BY) 
# *GOW = L70Z-CSHO “ON NOISTOIC 


(ee So ee 





n 
® 
oO 
Sax] 
° 
Z 
— 
oO 
© 
Dp 
oc 
v 
N 
® 
S 
= 
— 
> 
o 
oo 
>} 
tw 
— 
o 
N 
a 
3 
Z 
oo 
+ 
o 
> 
— 
te 
o 
_ 
2 
Bo 
e 
m% 
~— 
oO 
= 
o 
So 
o 
oo 


es°Lt 
80°6T 


uLeos 
&+69°2| ULROL 
®+69°25Z0°9T 


Ss€6°2 | TL°9T 


S€°t | sL°2Tt 


suaniom Tezaw_igaus] 42°T | Ov°eT 

? GDNVHO 

etutbata ‘3uUeTd 
uoTatunumy Awry psozpry) 
(T86T’9 YOTEW-999ST WA 99) 
zie “POW 

=STot-1H¥A ON NOISIOSG 


€O°2 | vO°LT Zz wu02 
2939T3edTd ¥ sz9quMTd 

uleos| (*Qo2d) s2zedtoxq 

e+69°2) UleoL saedten 

@+69°27/) SZ0°9T! soTUeYyooN 
$S2I0Z0NIASUOD 20ReASTT 

S€6°z | TL°9TS} S29%10M sOjsSEeqsy 
*JONWHOD 


SexXOL ehe+08"| SB°eT 
**80D O8STM 9 QuUBIIeL | 
‘TTeMyD0u ‘OVUTd OTed 
‘ueuzney ‘uosuyor’ ung 
‘pooH ‘uosAei9‘StTtta 
*uojUeg‘ BeTTed‘UTTTOD 


(€8/€/9 = 9OTSZ_ud Bp) 
™ Tt “GOW 
ZbOb-ESXL “ON NOISIOgG 


OT *d SNOLIVOIZIGON 


$2933908 STTL 
uoswuweucoIS ¥ zeARTYOTIG 
*FONWHOD 


sexoy 
**g05 ebuer0 ¥ uoszazzer 
(€8/8/0 = SZ¥ST_Y4a Bp) 
E# “GOW 
- 920b-€8XL “ON NOISIOIG 


("qo2zd) szedteH 

sxodtou 

Sotueyoon 
SSIOQONAQSUOD I0RCASTA 
SISYIOM SOR SEqSY 
?3ONVHO 


sexo, ‘ARZuMN0D eITYyOTm 
(€8/L/T = 7€6_Y4d 8b) 
S# “GOW 

- LOO0b-€8XL “ON NOISIOgG 


SI94I0M 
OZZezI92 9 STTI ‘STQIEW 
$2033 T3edtTd ¥ srequMtd 
*FONWHOD 


sexo, ‘ARuNOD sTAerL 
(€8/L/T - €€6_¥Yd 8d) 

9# “GOW 
~ 900P-E8XL “ON NOISIORG 


dnozp 
dnoay 
dnoxz5 
dno1z5 
dnozp = sz910Ge7 


*GONVHOD 


eexey ‘ARun0D yooqqnT 
(€8/L/T = v€6_Ya Bb) 

£# “GOW 
- SOO%-€8XL “ON NOISIO’G 


sz90TTds eTqed 
Sue TOTIzO9TR 


sGURTOTIZOOTS 
'SONVHOD 


sexe, ‘AqunoD osed 12 
(18/L4/8 = L8vOp YA 9p) 
It# “GOW 
- $90b-T8XL “ON NOISIOGG 


a ssetS 
D sseTS 
@ ssP¥Tt> 
¥W sseTtS 


*SsuaLvdadoO 
LNAWdINOT WAMOd 


sobueyS 


asseuueay, “sQun05 4qTeus 
7861 ‘61 
Jaquaescn - p7E7S_Nd Ld) 


-{$0%-z8NL “ON NOISIOGG 


06°ET uUsuIOpsAog 9 S197193eTEH 
s9°eT $29339S 
qan> ‘szeumrey ‘sz0aed 
yYOoOTd !sreaed YOTIG 
{*sdo T1Tadqd yorezL atv 
st°et *sdo 
zeddtyd poow ‘*sdo 
Tit2zq uobey ‘shea 
-peoy 10z SsUIO, TeIOW 
gO $29339S ‘82030019 
PToyseOS {srspT ya 
Tremuojzs Azq 3 deadty 
{*sdo [TOOL otzeumeug 
{sxeoerg youser,-edta 
iszekeTdetd ‘sxextwW 
aez10KM {*sdo szepuTID 
Teotueyoon ‘szep 
“Ud, ucseW ‘szopreads 
euoys AeayStH 
{$2039e2g [Tey pzeND 
§ s90ueg isreurng 
UOTRTTOUSeG {*sdo aes 
@3eIDU0D {*sdo AB 
-5ng 29404 3 8307905 
{*sdo aes uteyo 
fszedwe, Bburdumc 
edA3-o0o2eg ‘8210 
-7eu 31eydsy ‘uewezpy 
s2z9010qGe1 
6utyoe24 pue szep 
“USL A@YSTUTY QuUeWed 
9 zequedizeD ‘szez0qeT 
Aen 
Y5TH puv AAeoy :s2020qQe7 


5-4 PO. 


$1923 tT JWeSsIS 
udUIepMOg !siz9qSeT 
$29339S qand 
9 !szouwey ‘sreaed 
y20Ta $*sdo yoeaL 2ztyv 
SIOJOI9IG QURTA JOOY 
pue 200Td 38ed-e7g 
SIOXTW 27eR10" 
3 ‘szepTtng prlozyzeos 
{szepuelL ,sie7eysetd 
{*sdo 2epuTzp Tes 
-Tueyoon ‘szedurey But 
edume edAy oozeg ‘szou 
UTI, eer, ‘*sdo TTt20 
mobem t*sdo TooL oT3eu 
-heug szeprerzds euojs 
| AemyStH ‘s2zepttng 
j Tremeuoys Axq 3 dez 
edtu ‘szedetedtd ‘sien 
| -peoy 103 suI0g TeIOW 
JO $203390S ‘81030023 
TTY pzenh 3 soueg 
t*sdo avs uteyd ‘szeu 
“ing UOTRTTOWed {sze0 
-“Pig Yousrzl-edtq ‘usw 
-ozpy Tszeyeu 3TeUdsy 
Szrez0qet 
5UTYO9IM 9 S1032002g9 
PTozszeos ‘szepuey 
uosen ‘siepuey ze 
HSTUTZ QueweD ‘szepuey 
zejuedieD iszezr0qeT 
*Rsuop butpttng :s2zez0qeT 


Ov'z | OP°ET 
Op'z | ST°eT 








*sday, *dy, AT203804 

tSUBTOTIVO@TA 
SNOILONULSNOD ONIGIING 
sebueud 


+59°p | OB°9TS 


PURTSI Spoyy ‘epTMezeIS 
(T86T 


‘ST asnbnv - ST9ZP Yd 9p) 
cxncmuiatadarmmaniauee aca ne 
= @bO£-T8IY “ON NOISIOgG 


6 *d SNOILVOIZIGON 





n 
8 
6 
Zz 
-— 
i 
a 
ov 
3 
> 
wo 
= 
Che 
_ 
a 
_ 
6 
a 
$ 
3 
> 
~ 
s 
£ 
: 


*“CCEEDCTI (#8) $°S “Bad 62) © BT 29823009 SPsepusse JsOqeT 
@42 UT PepzAczd se ATUO PreAe 20338 Peppe eq ABE P2ISTT SUCTIPOTITSseTS eud 
JO edode 242 UTYIFA PSPNTZUE 3OU BAoa 20Z pepesu sucy wos ZT seeTS perssttap 


eusTterg 
20 ‘*Hoys4eg ‘euPsD 
ezOPT Ing 
eouqoeg 


eset 20 dy Og ‘2030821 
ay8ey f2cg081L 
aedeiogs 

e2tL 


“CCEED(T)C®) $°S ‘add 67) seeneto 
322823002 Spiepue3e szoqeT ey3 ut 
Ppepracad se A{u0 preAe 20238 peppe 

2q 40m perstlT sucsiecTztsseT> eys 

jo adoos ay2 UzTYyITA PepNToUT 30OU yI0A 


34857 
*z03siedg 2030811 
zedviog 
pe2tL 
zeqqny ‘*do2zg-3Te$ 
ys8nog 
qerera 
se29TIO" 
uemesteig ‘39TTO 
2epeag 2030K% 
DFuBYy eR 
20329023 T}¥spszeng 
2039029 
2Z9ATIG 380g TT#Apseng 
p2zei 2TqQnd sue 
*zepecy pug 3uozg 
2eaomYyIIeg 


Pp, au0. $,03d 


3VeTg ITeydey 

eutyaey Suyaeg ateydsy 
292TH 31 eYdey 
2OINGTIISIg 3TeYUdey 


*SYOLVURdO INAWAINDA WaAMOg 


32Z839 203 9238Y--sSYadIsA 
£0qQa04 
@IXV 288y-TIINK 
*SUZALYG WONUL 
DINVHOAK 
VITIVLSNI 
*NOILVZIIVNOIS DIdAVEL 
ONIQUOANIAZY *‘UFAYOMNOUI 
PeTTFAsUn 
aayey 3Teqdey 
*SUIUOEVT 
SIHSINIA ALIBONOD 
ad LNIdUVD 


*(se8pt3q 


zofems 20430 pue {coz 3 2NzIsuOD suTIeH BuyAToAuT saeBpyzsq ‘uoyaeszaeu 
TepIsemuBOD 103 peustsep seBpr3zq ‘se8py32q yose Teapueds 7 uvoysuedsns 


*etnoeeq fuoz3ONaIsUOD peoAatyel pue s2>2efo1d 


Baie 3sa2 Uy sen IN336 


Suyprttnqg ‘seTeuuna Suspny{ 2x2) NOILINYISNOD AVAHDIH *HEOM dO NOILAIYISAG 
“9076 Wd LY UE ZE6T *6Z 2990220 peIEP ELOT-ZS1d “ON VOTSTIeq sepeszedng 


BosIeotTqng zo 23eq salva 
ROLONIUSVA 

2 ‘ALwagIT ‘NOSHOVS ‘SaK10H 
*MITUNVES ‘NNOHTVD *+SFILNNOD 


NOIStOga Svidusuaans 


ZVOT-ESId +*UIGHNN NOISIOIG 


VaIuOTs *ALVLS 


zeqqny’ *dozg-jTesg 203 pepeeu suct3 ets eseT® perast tun 
ystura 
sS29T TO" 
A9ATIPOTIA 
uBpmeseeing *29TTO = 
2epeig 1030K 
DFueyoeKM 
2@ATIQ 380g [yeIpszeNH 
20320239 [}B2pseng 
p2zed s7qnd euo 
S9AC--1apBOT pug 3UOCrg 
2eaouyI18g 
eut{sel2g 


32Z8IQ 203 938Y--SuACTAA 
4£0qa01 
@Txy 189y- eTSuTS 
STxy 288y-TIINH 
SSURA1IUG ANAL 
UzsogviI 
NOILVZIIVNOIS DIdAVaL 
BATIVISNI 
ROILVZIIVNOIS JIddVaL 
SDINVHOGN 
ROLLVZIIVNOIS JIdAVUL 
RO gets ete: eeree Buz.30;UTOy ‘YsAYOMNOUT 
eeere ree PeTIFASUN 
oqnees zakeyedtg 
peeics aTeydsy z04ey 3Teudey 
39eTE ITeqdsy : SUZBOVT 
eutqoeg Suzasg 3ateydey SUZLIGS WHO 


203NQTIISTG 3I1TeGdsy SUZHSINIA ZLIYONOD 
BOLVUIdO LINAWdINOA BAMOd SUZLNadavd 


*(8e8pziq 20fem. 29430 pus tuoz3onz3su0> suTieM BuzAToAUT seZpz32q tuoyaesyzaeu 

Teyose9MMOD 203 peUstsep sespriq tse8pzy1q yaw Teapugds pue ‘uozsuedsnes 

*@TNoseqiuoy3onzysuos peortyexr pue si3deford eerie 3902 Uy s91NI2N3238 
3UtPTENG ‘setauuna Buypnytoxe) NOILINYLSNOD AVMHOIH *M¥OM 40 NOILAIUDSAG 
“90269 Ud LY BE ZB6T “62 32990320 perIep ZLOI-Z81d + °ON UOTSTIeq Sapesiedngs 
BoOFIeOTTGNg, 30 e2eq salva T9OT-€81d *UAEHON NOISIOIG 

- ROLIVA & ‘VSO¥ VINVS 

VSOOTVHO*ASINO*VIGKVOSAZ‘AVG :SZILNNOD varuold ‘31LVLS 


NOISIOgQ Svacasuadns 





*CCFE)(T)(®) S°S S849 62) SO@NeTI 29R139005 SpiepuEss s0oqeT 
942 Ut peptacad se ATUO pieAe 19338 poppe oq ABB p2IsT{ sSUOTIBOT JT SseTO 
9y2 JO Vdods YI UFYIFA PEPNTOUF 320U RAOM OZ Papseu SuOFIBaITJIsseTS peast tog 


2eaouyI1eg 


oo°s sezoprting 
os’ soqyoeg 
82° peei2g 3rTeudsy 
os’s aueld 3aTeudey 
9°? euTyoeN Suzaeg rTeYydsy 
®3TL st*Y 2o3NQTs3IsTqG 3TeYUdsy 

zeqqny *dozg-3195 :S¥OLVUadO LNAWdIOda waNod eutT3v3q 
qstura 20 *‘¥42y44eq ‘euRID 

2geID JOF 9ICA--SuaCTIA a2azopttng 

@IXV svsy-eT3uTS 2oyyoeg 


*(CFF)(T)(®) S°S *849 62) SOBNeTD JO¥I900D SprepusIs 
Aoqet 943 UE pepzaocad se ATUO PAvAB 19238 Peppe oq ABW peRSTT suOoTIB TIT SeeTO 


2y8t1 ‘*aedg 1030825 242 30 adores 2y2 UFYIFA PePNTOUT OU YIOA 10J PEepssu suOTIB OTT SSeTD perIist{Ug 


:619T TO" 
*doag 


n 
o 
oO 
s 
o 
z 
— 
< 
Ny 
o 
S 
“~ 
— 
> 
wo 
wo 
"i 
hy 
— 
oO 
N 
wi 
6 
Zz 
© 
7s 
Oo 
> 
[a 
~ 
ov 
os 
3 
om 
| 
i 
3 
a 


IT9S*zAMXTNR *3qng senog 
seat ipottd 

SUTQOER 

Sutdyja3g Juouwseaeg 
ueweseeig *‘2eaTtO 
2apesyH 2030K 
DpUuUBYyoON 

uvma gn y 

2PATIGQ 380d THeaApazeng 
3039934 T[T}eiapseny 
s2epeoy pug 3uoig 


7P,3005 8,024 


sz°¢ 
9o°9 aut [8e1g 
20 *ydFA2a9eq f‘euPRID 


OTxXy Aeey-FITON 
‘SUSALYd WOoUL 

DJINVHOAN 

UATIVISNI 
SNOILVZIIVNOIS DIdAVaL 
SupyosojsUtey “YWaAXYOMNOUL 

PeTTFASsUn 

sodvtedta 

seqey 31e4udey 


:Suauogvit| 


Wallas wuod 
WAHSINIA ALAYONOD 
SUTLNAdYVD 


*(se8pyaq sacfew 29430 pue fuofzonaj3suod sutiew Buyaloausy seSpzaq fuos3eszaeu 


T®}2A9MH0D 103 paeustsep seBpzaq 


tso8pyaq yoae joapueds 9 ‘uoysuedens 


wuetTd 3Teydsy 
euTyoeK Suyaeg 321 eGdsy 
so3ngza3etd 3Teydsy 
eitL ESYOLVUAdO LNAWdINOT WANOd 
seqqnyg *doig-j12S 
gerard 37e29 203 9ICY--SUACTAIA 
:S29T TOU WAATYG AONUL 
suTyoRR ONIDYOANIGY *YAXUOMNOUT 
Supdya3g 3woweasg Pe TTHasUn 
2eperg 1030K soketedtg 
sepeoy pug 3uo0lg seyey 31e4dey 
s0A0U4I IE" sSuauodvt 
UFZRSINIA ALABINOD 


:p,3u02 8,0ad SUTLNIdUVD 


*(se8praq szofes 
29430 g@ {uOTI2NAQSUOCD sUTIeB BuyAToauy saSpyiaq fuoctaeSzaeu [eyo19BB0CD 


*@TnN28eq fuoFIONAIsUOCD PeoATyes F S2DafoOad weAe 3991 UT BSeANz2ZNI38 BuTpPT EA 
‘eTeuung SuspnTox®) SLOaFOUd NOILOOWLSNOD AVMHOIH *WYOM 4O NOLLAI¥OSAG 
“40769 WA LY UF ZB6T *6Z 2290320 paerep C/OI-zeld :°ON BOTSTIEq sepessedng 
BOTIBOFTENg, Jo e200 «talva PYPOT-E81d ‘*YaGHON NOISIOIG 
YOIAVL 2 ‘@aNVAAS 
*NOSIQVHK ‘AAS1 ‘SLLAAVAV1 *NOLTIRVH 
*LSIUHONID ‘AIXIG ‘VAHOVIV ‘*SaILNNOO VGIu0ld ‘*alvis 


403 peus;teep se8priqg tse8pyaq yoae Teapueds 9g uctsuedsene ‘etnoeeq 
fuoz Ionsaasuod peorrtyes 9 B3I29foI1d Bele 380i UT BSeAN3ZoONAIS BurtprTiaq 
*eTeuuns Sugypntoxe) SLOTCOUd NOLLONULSNOD AVAHOIH ‘W¥OM dO NOILdAIUOSAaG 
"LOZ6¥ Ud LY UF ZB6T *6Z 2990390 perep HLOT-Z81d *°ON BOFSToeq sepesaedng 
BOFIBOETGNG JO FIVG ta1lvd €VOT-€814 *BAGHON NOISIOIG 
VIINAVA pus 
*NOS1 ‘NOSUAddae ‘NAGSGVD ‘*Sa1LNNOD variwolg ‘aivLs 


NOISIDad SVadasuadns NOISIOaGd svadasuaans 





eutyoeg SuTTITR 
dTusyleR 
uewegny 


2039034 TTeapszenop 
Trepeszo 

paek otqn2 eu0o 

20A0 ‘2epsoy pug 3200324 
20329019 @oue4 
2ea0wy230g 


Z@ATIQ 280g Tye2pzeND 0639169) eusyoem BUTT TI3¢ 
202981g [}eapaeNng | (®) ¢°¢ ‘Had 62) SesneTs 39823U09 euttse2g 
tlepeszp Spzepuerzs scqey eya uy pepracad 20 *y2Fa20q ‘euPID 
paek otqnd auo se 4{uo0 please 20338 peppe eq zepe38 
2@a0 ‘2apeoy pug 30034 hee perstl suoz2e2tszyeseT> ey2 zo #qng Suzasg 02229009 
20a009 3189 adods O42 UTYITA PePNTIUE 300 qI0Aa eutgoeK Suzaeg 23029009 
eusyoeR Bu 2 203 Pepeeu sucTIBoTZTSSRTO peIsT Tun e@upyoeM ganz e3022U09 
“CCEED(T)C®) S°S “Bad 62) % "ataaaa’ aezoprting 
sesnerto a ok ae Splrepuezs soqert e432 20 *4dTI4eqg ‘euBID 2e8ny-s0og 
uy pepzaocad se ATUO preAe 3192338 poppe . 4 souqoeg 
\ @Q ABM PeISTT suOFIeDTZTESeTS ey2 Saree ye rw 6L°9 oon 08 sovase ste 
yO adods ay UTYITA PepntTouT you y30Aa soqases re 2y8t1 auetd 2Teqdsy 
203 papeeu suczre zz TsselToS perettup gueses sreutey tS¥oLovEL eutyoey Sutaeg 3Teqdey 
2ueTq 3TeYydey os’? 2039019 U8tg 2extK ITEUdsy 
autyqoeR BSutaeg ireydsy 00°S 192TR 203NqQt23s8TgC 3ITeYdey 
: 20INGFAISTG ITeYQdsy | *Bqang szemog *doid-319S Tool 4tV 
sset 20 dy og sossezduc9 3ty | | 69° s<eomy S¥OLVUadO LNIWAINdA YANO 


: : 3038204 
7 *SUOLVEEdO LNAKAINDA UaNOa se " 


69°9 e251 
. Se - 
?S¥OLOVaL 33839 203 920¥--suzc7ZA : zeqqny **dorg gee @Txy 280y-eT3uTsS 
<OSTR 2@T2V svey-eTZuts 99° q . ~F21°H 
“8qng 29A0g ‘a atxy 2e8y-T3TANW ze"? Sarcand soqnoy 
2epeez p : ; tSUSAIUd WONUL 
e@2e8er88y *dosg-3125 ae vL°e dung DyuByIeR 
aadeiogs 3020qe71 $L°L BST S9ATIPOITd 2eTTVss0y 
#2tL 29qqny *dord-319S 


| 
£9°9 2OATIPOITA SNOLLVZIIVNOIS DIdd4VEL 
22eTTVIsUy ' 
qstura is 86°S eutqoen Tesnzen23¢ 
:$4z1108 SNOLILVZITIVNOIS SIdiIVaL 
1 


3329 203 838Y--SuadTzA 


: Surdy323¢ 2uemeseg Suysz203u 

dung SUIMIOMNOTT os’ (Beas TZZ0N) seIUTeg ‘ aedeaeiie 

2®ATIPCTIA aan Tz°s wewesves9 *2°TTO PeTIFasun 
eurqoeR a 6z"¥ eurqoen SutqoTAN aeketedta 

Susydti2g yuemeseg 7eqey 3TeYydsy 29°s sepeig 1030K 
uewesesin ‘29eTto SC *SUadOaVT £e°s oyueyoey 
eee uausinta g2g"D403 S2°s Sema 821198 WHOd 

1p, 3009 8,044 SUaLNad¥VD Be°O. 0] 000eg Ce ee URHSINId 919¥DNOD 


tp, 3402 8,084 SUAZLNIdUVD 


zeqey 21e4Gdsy 
sSuzyodvt 


Qn 
® 
= 
o 
Zz 
=— 
3 
x 
@ 
& 
= 
> 
wo 
wv 
"e 
wae 
— 
° 
a 
5 
So 
a 
o 
o 
= 
_— 
‘ 
es 
5 
: 


*(se8pyaq szofes zeay20 ¢ fuoT3ONAIsUOD euzzew BuTaToauy seBpyz3aq tuoyaeSzaeu 
TeySAeMMOD 303 paeustsep sepzaq ‘seBpziq yore Teipueds Fg uoysuadsns ‘aTnoseq 
SUOFIOMNAIWSUOD peortTyer pur szoefor1d eeie YseI UT saanaenajs Buypytaq 
‘sTauung Sugpntoxe) SLDAFOUd NOLLONULSNOD AVMHDIN ?MHOM 40 NOTLaIUDSAa 
“80769 U4 LY UE Z86T *6Z 22990390 parep LfOT-781d +°ON VOTSTIeq sepesiedng 
UOFIeOFTGNg 30 GIeq FAaLVG 990T-E81A *YRGKNN NOISIOIG 
*(uoz3eIg 
@o203 ITY TereAeUueD edey Fg 2930085 
248tTa eoeds Apeuueay ede Butpntoxe) 
VISQIOA ‘UAINNS ‘ODSVd ‘NOIYVK 
“@IV1 ‘OCGNVNYSH ‘SNELID ‘+SaILNNOD ValIuold ‘alvis 


*(seB8praq zofea 29430 
Pue fuoyIonz3su0> suzIee BuzAToauy seBpyzq tuctaesyaeu Te} >108B0D 
203 peuStsep se8ptiq ‘se8ptaq yoae Teipueds 9g uoTsuedsns ‘etnoseq 
{VOFIIMAIsSUOD pworTTeI 9 SIdefoId Beie 3ea2 UT SaiNnzonNzIs8 Buypryng 
*steuunz SugpntToxe) SLOFOUd NOILONYLSNOD AVMADIH ‘*WHOM 40 ROILdI¥DSIG 
“80769 Hd LY UE ZE6T ‘6% 2990320 Pe2IEP QLOI-ZEld +°ON VOTSTIeq sepesiedng 
BorsaeotTqng 30 e38q taiva SvOT-€81d ‘*UAEWON NOISIOIG 
NOINN # ‘SNHOF *1S ‘NVYNINa 
*QVSSVN ‘4Z1OVId ‘IVANG ‘V¥VIGNNIC9 
“AV1D ‘QuOddvud ‘usuVa <SarILNNOD VaIu0ld ‘“alVLs 


HOISISAC SvVadIsUIdAs NOISIOGIG SVIdasuTdAsS 





Dn 
o 
= 
S 
z 
~~ 
~ 
N 
@ 
a 
= 
> 
© 
z 
oe 
~~ 
§ 
we 
6 
= 
Ba 
oS 
> 
~~ 
: 
io 
£ 


DTuUeYoaR 
Ttepeap 
uewepein 
paedk.2Tqn2 auo 
Aeao SiapeoyT pug yuorg 
2aAoMYyIIeg 
eutyoeR Suttitad 
auttseaq 
ao *yotAIaq ‘auRID 
menatnse Buyaeg e30919U09 
autyceW BuyAeg vaeadu0g 
J®XTH B2e29009 
@UTYOeR Qiang er2edsouve0g 
URBeTRES 
aueTg Zuyyo3eg e3e13uU09 
aeZOPTINg 


(CBE) (1) (®) S*S ‘uaD 6Z) seeneTo 
32812U00 spiepuejs IcqeyT eq3 ut 
P2epryacad sev ATuUo pieAe 19338 pappe oq 
ACB PeISTT SUCTIBESTJTSseTS syd zo CORN Seg 
ado>e 942 UTYITA PepNTouT ou yI20Aa pessos steqdsy 
10} Pepeeu BSuoT Ie IT J I ssel2 perasy{ug | 3ueTd ITeUdeyV 
euyyoeN Bupaeg rayeudsy 
A®XtIW ITeUdey 
2ojngzaastq 3peydey 


SHYOLVYAdO LNAIWNdINDA WAMOd 





403819dQ Jeog Sny 
so3e10d9 

USI 
+SUOLIVEL 

A9XTtK 
*Sqng asaog *doig-jIes 
| zedeios 
93tL 2eqqny *doig-31e¢ 
| aojeisdg 
yetora 

*Sua110u 

ao zeiedg ABZATAPST td 
URPBSPes] AZATIPETTA 
ausyoen 

Suydyi3g Juemeaeg 
UswWesesin *1A®TTO 
APPRIg 1030HK 


3JPAD AOJ OIFY-SHACTIA 
PTXy IPey-eTButg 
PTXVY 2BeN-TIINK 
foqno1 
*SUBAIWG WOnL 
DFUPUIeR 
APT TeIsU] 
*NOILVZITIVNOIS JIddVUL 
Supyosojutey *‘SYaHYOMNOUT 
PeTTFaAeun 
uewlispacg 
zakertedtd 
19y4ey 3aTeYUdsy 
>Suauogvt 
YaLLas WeOd 
SUYAHSINIA FLAXYONOD 


>Pp,3009 8,0@d4 SUYALNAdUVD 











yyeuV0g 
ebuns 





: *(S@8ptaq tofem@ aey30 g fuOFIeONI3sU0d sUTIew BuyaToaUT 
Se8pzaq tuoyaeSyaeu TeyoAeuB0D 203 peusysep se8pyiq tse8praq youe Teapuede 9g 


Voyeuedsns ‘atnoseq tuofz3ona3su0D peorartyes g *830efoad Beare 3se1 uF sain3z>9Nn138 


SutPTENG ‘sTauuna SutpntTox®) SIDarOdd NOLLONULSNOD AVMHDIH ‘WOM 40 NOILd1¥OSaG 


"60764 ua cy SF 72861 *6Z 2990390 parep 6/0OT-7e1d :°ON UOTETIEq sapesiedng 
OFIPOFTGNG JO 93vq :aLva 8VOT-C81d +YAaNNN NOLSIOZG 
. . @IGOHDAANO *FOUNOK 
21 ‘QNVIHOIH ‘AWGNaH ‘aaGuvH ‘Saav19 


*“OLOS®d ‘YaI1109 ‘aLLoTUVHO *SAILNNOD varIuolg ‘aLlvils 


NOISIOad Svadasuadans 





"(CRED CT) 

(®) ¢°S ‘Wd 6Z) SBBNETS J98ARU09 
Spiepueys is0gey, e423 UF pepzacad 

se A[TUO pieAe 19338 peppe eq 

Kem pezrstl SuOTIVSTJFeSeTS BYR JO 
adoos 843 UTYIFA PepNTIUF 3OU AAA 
10} PIPSSU SuOTFIe JT sseT® persTeT Un 


Jepeaids SuyuspTA 
aoyeasdg 3e0g Bny 
suyyoeR Suyyousay 
seet 2c dy og 
dy 08 22940 
34831 
*SuUOLOVaL 
1032039 UBtTsS 
19X%TH 
*Sqng asmcg *doid-j31T9S 
aedeiog 
eatlL 
aeqqny **doid-j3T295S 
y8ney 
soj3esedg 
ystura 
:Sua 110" 
uUeuwspee] AZATAPSTTd 
JPATAPOTEA 
eUusTyoeN 
Surdyiag JueweARZ 
usweseeiI9 ‘A9TTO 
aepes9 2030Kn 
euyyoen BUTTISK 
opUBYy IK 
uewa any 
J®PAFIG 380d Ty eApseny 
1039814 [¥BApseng 


:p,3U0> 8,0a4 


' syjeueg 


| ebuug 


809 


*(se8pziq saofem@ asq30 ¥ 








Trepeap 
(paek 24qn> auo 
29A0) Je9pvoy pug aBord 
(paved oFqne 
@uo) 1s9peo 7 pug 39024 
vemeita 
seaomy zieg 
FuTYyoRR SUTITIAG 
aus {Sead 
10 *yoztsseqg *euv2D 
@pea8qnsg Suzaeg 9392909 
auryoe_ Suzaeg 93929N00 
Aes antes xIeA2000 
euyyIeR Gang 93849009 
uegeTeIs 
WweTg Suyyrr2eg e3e129200D 
2aZOpTIng 
aaBny-aoog 
soyyoeg 
peeros 3Teydsy 
auetg 3aTeydey 
auyyoeR Susyaeg areudsy 
1ojmnqysz3stq 3TeYdsy 


?SYOLVHEdO LNENdINOA BANOd 





ayes 203 @38Y--SURCTIA 
eIxy 2eey-eT8uts 
2TXV 2804-31 
£0qa01 
>SUBATYG: WONUL 
2TUeYyION 
1920981 
AsTTeIsUr 
sNOLLVZIIVNOLS DIdAAVEL 
Teanzgonsaags 
Suyosozyuzey 
* SUIWAVOMNOUT 
PeTTFeAecn 
sekertedtd 
seyey 2Teydsy 
*Suauodvi 
YVaLLAS NuOd 
UIHSINIA ALAYDNOD 
SUTLINAdUVD 


fuof 3oONagsuod suTaew Buyatoauyz sespzaq 


fuoy3aeSpAeu Tefxos9aMos 10; paustsep ‘seBpzaq fse8py3aq yose jeapueds 9 
uofTsuadsns* eTnoeeqiuoz3oNaysuod peoatyes 9sI0efoid eerie 3see1 UE SeINzI9NII8 


SurprEnq‘stauung Buypnyoxe) SLOAFOUd NOILONYLSNOD AVMHOIH ‘:2YOM dO NOILId1¥OSaG 
"60767 Ud Lv UE ZB6T *6Z 2990390 PeIeP BLOT-7ZB1d *°ON VOTSFIEG sepesaedng 


UoFIePosTqnd JO 238qC talvd 


49O0T-C€81d ‘*YAGNAN NOISIOAG 
*@IONINGS 


8 ‘VLOSVUVS ‘ZIONT “LS *H1Od ‘SVIIENId *VIOROSO ‘AONVYO *NILUVN ‘AZAZLVNVH 
‘UTAIN NVIGNI ‘HOMOUOMSTIIH *(®3FS J2epey saeqeTeR 9 ‘32e3UeD 34STTA soeds 
Apouuey ‘gay yovszIeg*UosIeIE AV TeseAeUBD OdeD PEPNHTOK®) GUVARUG + SAILNNOD 


varuold ‘aLvls 


NOISIO3d SVadasuadNs 





otueqoeK 
2®ATIgd 280g Tyeapzeng 
20290139 T}esapszeng 
Trepero 
paek ofqns euo 
Z2A0 ‘2apBVoyT pug 3u0Ig 
29A0muqI18g 
euyyoeR Surrtttad 
eutTsezg 
20 ‘y¥9T22eq ‘euPID 
@eutgoey Zuyaeg e32a39005 
@uygoeM gang e3e2129009 
szezopting 
aouyoeg 
peelcg 3Teqdsy 
eutyoeg Buyaeg 3aTVeqdsy 
zoInqysISTG ITeYdsy 


SHOLVUIdO LNANAINDA BANOd 


*CCETD(T) (#8) $°S *8ad GZ) SeSNeTA 259e12NU05 SprepueIs s0qQeT | 
Sq2 Us Ppepzacad se ATUO preAe 29238 peppe aq Avw paIstT SUOoTIeITIESSBTS 
@y2 30 edoos ay UsSYITA PePNTOUT 3oUuU YIOA 103 PEpeeu SUOFIeXTZTSSeTS peast Tog | 


“(CFE CT) (C#®) S°S “Bad 62)/ 
ov*ort eutqoen Surtttag S@SNeTS 3239813U02 SplepueIs sz0oqeT a43 
L°ot euy T8e3g Uy pepzyacad se ATuO pieAne 19338 peppe 
20 *y2;220qg ‘euRaD eq Aew per3astT suoTIe TJ TSSeTS ey2 
zo°d zezopriIng 30 adoods ey2 UsYITA Pepato2uUF 2OU 440A 
00°9 2e8ny-woog 103 pepeseu suozIwotZySeseToS pae3sttun 
s9o°s ayStT ‘2030831 00°6 eoyyoe 
so°s 20229039 USTs 4o°s zo3ngyzazastg 3arteqdsy 
os°9 zedviog 
2o°s 2tL 2eqqny *doirg-jzTe$ S8OLVUIdO INZHAINOA BAnOd 
s9°s q8nog 102820d9 
os*9 ustuta 23825 103 @2"Yy--syz071ZK 343T71 
?$¥a1108 203¥10d0 :SaoLovaL | 
00°tT 2oIssedg 29ATIpST TE eTxy 2¥2ey-s32TOH : | zedeisg =| aFUeyIER 
STt°tt UsEspee] TeATIPOTIA | *SUAAINd WONUL aati | 2eTTVssuy 
sz°9 | euryqoeK | op UBqIeK , ' zeqqny *doid-3195 i *NOILVZITVNOIS JIdIVAL 
i Suzdza3g 3uemearg 22eTTVIeUy ’ y8noy j Teznzonz3g 
“9°9 Ueusseei9 ‘28TO ?NOILVZIIVNOIS DIddVUL : 2028210d9 i Suzyozozuyey 
glre 2epeig 20204 j Tezwn,9N13¢g qstura SU Wa OANOUI 
6€°OT ssueqoeR | Suz o10z;uzey 7S¥a T1048 POTIT4ASUN 
$9o°s 203e10d0 j > SUSRYOMNOBI 2023eR20ed9 } uBwisepAacdg 
| 29ATIG 380g THespseng i PeTTr4Asug ; ususpeey i seketedtg 
s9°¢ 2033029 [}Bapzeny } srekeyedtg i + SUSALUGS 11d sayry 32TeqGdsy 
00°s Ttepezp 103818dQ [OO] iTV eutqoen j j 3; SUTUORVT 
66°9 ¢ paedk 27qNn>d eu0S 2Suzsyogvi Suydyz3g auewaaeg \ UALLIS waOod 
29a0 ‘2epwoy pug au0sg } BALLIS wuOd | | WAIASINIA JLIYONOD 
} BAHSINIA JLIYINOD i *p,3u0> 8,094 | S8aLNaduvd 
2p,3U03 8,094 SYZLNIdYVD 


ueuestein ‘12TTO 
2eptig 1030N 
euTyoeR SuUTTITH 


33829 103 228Y--SuaCI13A 
e@[xy 2vey-eT8uTs 
eTxy 28204-TIINK 
SSURZATUd AONAL 


n 
o 
So 
= 
o 
za 
— 
3 
x 
2 
o 
Ss 
— 
> 
oO 
os 
ee 
a 
— 
co 
N 
wo 
So 
a 
oe 
x 
x) 
> 
— 
x 
§ 
a 


Syjeueg 


eSptzq z0fem 22420 pus tuosions3seUOCDd euties BuzaToAUT seBprzq *(se8pzt3aq zofem 220430 9 SuOTIONAIsSUOD auzIeW BuzAzToaUT 

SuoyIeBzaeu [ezIIeGBOS 203 peustsep seBpziq {seBpziaq youe jezpuedse ¢ Sa8pyiq Suoz3eByaeu TeyIIemWMOD 103 peustsep se8pr3zq ‘se8py2zq yore Teapusde ¢ 

*aozsuedsns ‘atnoseq fuoz32N128U0> PeozttTes § s32e0f03d eaae 1602 Uy sainjon3z38 ‘uoysuedsns ‘atnoseq fuoz3on23sUO> peozrtze2r 9 S3>29foid Baie 3se1 Uy sainz9NI138 
Sutpring ‘greuuna Suzpnto“e) Sloaroud NOLLONULSNOD AVMHDIH :WYOM 40 NOILaIYOSaa Suyprtnq ‘sytauuna Burpny~oxe) SLIFOUd NOITLONYLSNOD AVMHOIH :*WYOM 420 NOIId1UISaG 
“LOZ69 Ud LY UE ZEET *6Z 1990320 perep TgoT-z7eld :°ON UOTSTIeq sepasiedng “OIZ6 Yd LY BF ZBET *6Z 29Q0220 perIep OSOT-Za1d +°ON VOTSTIeq sepeszedng 
BOFIVoETQng zo 238 salva OSOT-€814 ‘YSEGNNN NOISIOIG UOFIBSETQNG 30 938Q *ALVG 670T-€814 %BIGNNN NOISIOIG 
gava :ZLNNOD WaIuo0ld ‘:3LVLS HOVGG W1Vd ¢ GUVMOUM +SFILNNOD varuold ‘a1VLS 


HOISIOGZA SVEdasUadnAsS NOISIOgG svadgswadas 





mn 
& 
6 
z 
— 
é 
a 
= 
= 
> 
© 
2 
te 
i] 
N 
S 
z 
3 
> 
~ 
i 
mM 
i 


\8Z/T-T 
j+so" 
i@Z/T-T 
|+se° 


{8Z/T-T 
+SP° 


‘@SL°EZ 
+s9° 
BSL°EZ 
+59° 
@SL°£Z 
+59° 
WSL°Ez 

'+59° 
RSL°EZ 


si°t 


4e°s 
1s°eT 


OT*bT 


ST°tt 
BO"rL 
ST°TtT 


és°tt 


oT’?eTt 
y9°9T 
ce°ect 


so°?Tt 
89°2T 
zOo°“Lt 
8z°s8T 


SZ76°oT 


SL°T |SZv°oT 


of*e 
oc’es 


ze°2zT 
zo°zT 


W 8seTD-UeWpUNOID 


z03e20d0 
queudtnbg uewpunozp 


ueweuTT 
tp eUu0CZ 


uewnunorD 
zozesedo juewdtnbg 
ZJeaATIG-—ueWpUNOID 


22ATIg YOuTM-UeUpUNOAD 


t€ BUuoZ 


1 
| 
lraottds eTqed F usWeUTT 
| 
| ueupunozp 


ueuzepmog ueupunoirD 
zozezedo ueweUuTT 


ueweUutT 
$Z @uoz 


uewpunoz9 
uewzepmog ueupUnOID 
zozer0edQ ueweUTT 


ueweuTT 
tT euog 
SNOILONYLSNOD UNIT 
uew 
-2epmog 10 283 TUeUAG 
zerOge! Ter8UeyD 
:(AjunoD pue 
A3TD STNOT *3S) +9 eU0Z 
z dnozp 
tT dnozp 
:(seTqun0D Aey 3 833"Td 
‘uosyorr’AeTD) *¢ eu0g 
?(P,3U0D) *sugdoaWT 


euog 
eu0z 
dnoz5 
euo0g 
euoz 
dno1z5 
(@) 
(e) 
euog 
(q) 
(®) 
eucz 
euoz 
euog 
dnozp 
(q) 
(8) 
euoz 
(q) 
(®) 
eucg 
euog 
eu0z 
dno1zp 
(q) 
(e) 
euog 
(q) 
(e) 
eu0g 
euoz 
euoz 
dno1zp 
saquogvt 
eu0g 
euocg 
eu0z 
@u0g 
euog 
euog 
eu0z 
t SUSMAOMNOUT 


szeottds eTqeod 
SUPTOTIZOOTA 


*ST eucg 
(P,34U0D) *SNVIOIYLOITa 


LbOb-E80W “ON NOISIOSG 


sze°otIds eTqeD 


suUeTOTI300TA 
tpl euog 


£T euog 
ZT eu0g 
TT euog 


zepun pue 000‘STS 
$}OeIZUOCD TROTIZOSETA 
t0T eu0g 


zepun pue 000’STS 
$}oOeIQUOD TeOTIzOeETT 
6 eUoCg 


zepun pur 000‘STSs 
830823U02 TeoTI30eTE 
'g euog 


000‘ST$ 2@A0 
830RIQU0D TROT I30eETE 
tZ euog 


9 eU0Cg 


Z@eAO 9 SINOY UeW 000Z 
SRORTQUOD TeROTI20eTR 


sznoy uww 

0002 peeoxe o3 30Uu 

82OVTQUOD TeOTIz0eTT 
tg @uocg 


2eA0 9 SINOY UeW 000Z 
S3RORTQUOD TeROTIz0ETT 


sznoy uw 

000Z peeoxe 03 30U 
$20R8IQUOS TeOTI20eTE 
tp euog 


2@A0 9 SANOY UY 000Z 
$}0e87TQUOS TeOTI3z0eTE 
2(p,34U0D) *SNVIOTULOITs 


sot 
+1S°Z 


80T 
+TS‘Z 
SSL° oT 
+b6° 


SSL°oT 
+6" 


sznoy 

uew 000Z peeoxe O32 30U 
S32OeNIQUOD TROTzAWOETA 
tg guoZ 


z eucz 


zepun 8 000‘0E$ 
S3ZOPTQUOD TROT AR0eTR 


000'0¢€$ zeac 
SPORAQUES TeOTAR900ETR 
tT @eucz 
*SNVIOIULOSTS 
22Aa0 
2 000'00L$ S30eforg 
D00'00L$ szepun szoefozd 
tTT euoz 
OT eucz 
6 eu0Z 
uot? 
-onzzsuop AeayStg (q) 
uoTjonzzsu0p Aaweq (8) 
tg euoz 
euoz 
euocz 
eu0g 
euoz 
eu0z 
eu0z 
eu0z 
INgIWaD 
eu0z 
eucz 
eucz 
euog 
euog 
@uoz 
euog 
eu0z 
@uoz 
euog 
eu0z 
@u0z 
NaN 
“USAINGTIId 9 SUBLNAGUVO 


Stannener 


< 


< 
AANMSeHOFFead 


s30ef02g UOTIONAzYASsUOD AemyStH pue AaweH *wIOM JO NOILAIUOSIG 
6I9TT Yd BY UT CBET ‘BT YOTEW PEIEP TZOP-CBOW "ON UOTSTOSC Sepeszedngs 


uoTzBOTTGNa JO e3"0 *aLva 
SOpTMezeIs *SAILNNOD 


NOISIOgd svadasugdns 


LvOb-€8OW *°ON NOITSIORG 
TANOSSTW *SLVLE 





ices 


2 
Zz 
— 
& 
oo 
s 
N 
a 
oS 
5 
— 
> 
os 
cS 
“h 
whe 
— 
a 
wo 
S 
a 
3 
> 
— 
te 
2 


egis 


Federal R 


IA dnozp 
A dnoip 
AI dnozp 
III dnozp 
Ir dnozp 
I dnozp 
26 euoZ 
IIA dnozp 
IA dnozp 
A dnoz5 
AI dnozp 
III dnozp 
Ir dnoz 
I dnoz 
*g eucg 
IIA dnozp 
IA dnozp 
A dnoz 
AI dnozp 
IIr dnozp 
Ir dnoz 
I dnoz 
tL euog 
IIA dnozp 
IA dnozp 
A dnozp 
AI dnozp 
III dnozp 
Ir dnoz 
I dnoz5 
29 @uUCZg 
IIA dnorp 
IA dnoz5 
A dnoz5 
AI dnoxz 
IIzr dnozp 
Ir dnozp 
I dnoz 
tg @uoZ 
IA dnozp 
A dnozp 
AI dnoizp 
III dno1zp 
II dnozp 
I dnoz5 
tp au0z 
3 (P,3UCD) 
SHOLWUIdO LNIWNdINOG YaMOd 


os*st 
ss°st 
of *sT 
06°ST 
OT°st 
oe°st 


zB°eT 
L0°LT 
ze°ot 
£8°st 
ze°et 


ce°et 


Lt°st 


LTt’st 


Se°ot 
st°2t 
£T°6 


St°et’ 


se°et 
OT°oT 


00°sT 
0O°EeT 
Ov°oTt 
06°6 


It*st 


Tt°st 


OL*eT 
Oz°eTt 


zz°etT 
zL°e2Tt 


se°zt 
sz°et 
s8°2T 


O2*T$ | S8°TT 


IA dnozp 
A dnozp 
AI dnozp 
III dnoip 
II dnozp 
I dnozp 
s€ suog * 
(®) 
(P) 
(9) 
(q) 
(e) 
TAI dnoz5 
III dnozp 
Ir dnozp 
I dnoip 
*Z euog’ 
A dnoz 
(q) 
(e) 
SAI dnoz 
III dnozp 
Ir dnoip 
‘I dnozp 
tT] euog 
S8OLWUSdO LNEWdINOT WaAMOd 
Aeads 
ysnag 
20T euog 
usemwT9e3S 
‘uewebptag ‘Aezds 
ysnag - 
26 SUCZ 
4Aeadg 
ysnig 
2g @uog 
4Aeazds 
ysnag 
t4 @uog - 
Aeads 
zettTou ‘ysn2ag 
tg oUCZ 
exyoozeg 
$31eq‘ebeqs ‘ebpt3ag 
yuez 
3 uTq ebezojs ‘1289835 
&eads 
ysnag 
tg euog 
$(P, 3905) ‘SUaLNIvd 


£90? -E8OW *°ON NOISIORG 


oo*st | 3q6yeq UT *33 OS TEAC 
Tee3s TeznjgonIIs TIV 
sz°st aybteq UT °33 SZ 
sebptzq uo peuz0z 
-1ed 420m‘ 203e20ed0 
Sutasetqpues ‘Aeads 
ebpyzq 
ysnag 
3p eucg 
Suy3seTqpues 3 
e935 Ternzonz3g ‘Avazds 
zeTTICN 3 YSnzg 
t€ @uOCZ 
yabueT 
Uy *33 005 zeA0 Ssebptizg 
seSptzg 
pue‘syueL‘seTqe> 
* Keay Tem’ Syouzs ‘ JeMOL 
Sut 3seTq 
-203em 3 BSuy3srTIpueS 
4eads 
ysnag 
tZ euog 
ebprizg 
&eads 
2eTTOR 2 Ysnag 
8] euoz 
* SUSLNIVd 
ueupunoz5 
@AtIQ YOUTM-UeWpPUNOID 
(zebzeT 3 
ZeTMeID 9-G 3 2062eT 
3 soyyorg “pA /T) 
zozeredo quoudtnbg 
*ZOZVUTUISL ALYD 
*uguztedey ’ zeT Te sUT 
3 uvweUTT eucYydeTey 
¢ ueN jueW 
-dtnbg eoT330 Tez3UeD 
‘ueTOTUYSOSL einsseig 
Itviszeottds etqed 
2420mM ALWO 3 YdezbeTey 
3 auoydeTeL - 4 sucg 
+ (Pp, 3U0D) 
sNOILONULSNOD anItT 


ueupunozp 
Z@ATIG YOuTM-uUeUPUNOID 


(juewdtnbe [Tews zey20 
TTe) z0zezed0 quewdynbg 


(z062zeT 20 

eoyuyoeg pzexA 20RzeNO 
AeyousezL TesqM’ ze, 
“nein zr062"¥T 20 9G) 
zozezed9 jueudtnbg 
pue z0380TuZe, 

ALY ‘20TTeRsUr 
‘ueweutTT eucydetTez, 


ZeTTSysUr weysts 
Aey pue ueW Quew 
-dynbg 857330 Tez3UeD 
‘ueTOTUYySeL eInssezg 
Atw’ze0TTds eTqeD 
s420QM “A*L*W°S 
pue suotjeotunumo) 
peozttew ydezbetez, 
pue euoydete, - *9 euog 


uew 
-punozp Bbur3zeezL etodg 


zeAtI¢0 
yonzL SuyzeezL eTog 


3TTeTSOeds 
6ut3VezL STO 


uewpunozp 
uewzepaAog ueupUNOID 
zo3zez0ed9 uUeweUTT 
uvweuTT 
289uTT 
votsstusuez, AQunoD 


SSO2D 3 PeOITTeY *¢ eUCg 
1P,3U0D) *NOILONULSNOD ANIT 


L¥0%-E80W *°ON NOISIOZG 





Dn 
o 
oO 
xs 
° 
a 
— 
S 
st 
N 
o 
& 
a 
— 
> 
oO 
wv 
“ke 
bh 
— 
oO 
N 
wei 
3 
Z 
° 
> 
— 
be 
2 
ee 
2 
Og 
— 
: 
‘a 


Z suo0z ut 
PEPNTOUT 3OU BsTQUNOD 933eTd PUB UOBYSer ‘ABTD ‘SseD JO UOTRIAOg ~- F SUZ 
pepntoxe ere sbutids enta 3 TITH JueseetTd JO SUMO, ‘oUTT 

@3e3S Sesuey-tTanosstW 9y3 Aq 380m fOUTT O93e9S SeSUPY-TINOSSTW 943 07 3sS0M 
ONP TITH 3uUeSeeTd WOIZ YRINOS ‘TITH QueSeeTd OF 4 AeMYHSTH UO YQNOS ‘ARUNOD 
uosyoer ut ~ AemybtH e3e93S 3 pz AeMUSTH *S °*N. JO UOTZSeSAEQUT AQUNOD AeTD UT 
€€ 3 26 AemyStH e3e3S JO VOTZOeSIeQqUT WoOIZ SsUTT 3YyHTez3s e& Aq Ysee ‘satTRQUNOD 
ACID 3 933"Ta UT 276 AemyUStH e3e3S5 Aq YRION BYR UO pepuNOod ewery - Z SBUOZ 
SO9TIUNOD URATTINS pue Aqteys ‘puetzoOoSs 

*zetTAnyos ‘STTeu ‘weujnd ‘extd ‘Azowobjuow ‘soruow ‘uoTIeW ‘UOoReW ‘UuUTT 


— 


‘stmel ‘xouy ‘x2PTD ‘(6T AeMYSTH JO QSe9 JO Z2ed 3eYR) UTeIpNY ‘azTepy - T Suo0zZ 
SANOZ NVIOIULOATA AG AIAFZAOD Svauv 


SeTzuNOD uouUeYS pue PAOJMeAD - TT suog 
SetqunoD uostpewH # sproudey ‘uozbuTysem 
*eAeTAsUey *83g ‘STOoUReIZ “3S ‘UOCAZI ‘UszATeEM ‘UTOOUTT ‘uTTHURIAYG - or auog 
S@TQIUNOD SEeTAeYD “3S 3 UOSATezzec ‘AQUNOD 3 AZTD STNOT “3g = 6 BUdZ 
SOTZUNOD Y3I0mM 3: AemMepON ‘z95zTeW ‘UORSSuTATI ‘30H ‘uOstarzeq ‘Apunay ‘AxRue5 
*¥TeWed ‘SseTAegd ‘UC{UTID ‘TI@eMpPTeD ‘uPUeYoNg ‘UOSTYS3Yy ‘MeipuY -(q3e) g sU0Z 
setzuno) 
obeso 3 Axzowobjuow “20TTIW "SeTIeW ‘epeUOoSeD ‘aTOD ‘uapuled ‘AemeTTeD - { Ssuog 
SeTQUNOD wWeUINd ¥ URBATTINS ‘azeTAnyos ‘Aqteus ‘yYdtTopuey ‘eoru0cW 
*neaqztTuOW ‘UODeW ‘UUTT ‘preMoH ‘ZadoOD ‘uoRTABYD ‘eUuOCOg ‘UuTeApny ‘atepy - 9 sUu0Z 
*SO9 ATRETID °3S 3 SUTTeS ‘ST33edq ‘uebroW ‘uosuyor “AzOyOTH ‘AzuaH ‘UOQUeg - ¢ BU0Zg 
SetjunoD WybtzmM 3 aeysqem ‘AeuReL ‘auoc3s *4TOd 
“yzezo ‘epeToeT] ‘TTemoy ‘euserIp ‘se{THnoq ‘seTtteq ‘opeqd ‘uerystTazyd ‘reps ~- f Sucz 
setjunop Aew 3 933eTd ‘uosyoer ‘ARTO £ 9u0z 
SeTQUNOD STTeU ¥ uoTAeW ‘SexaL ‘TySeTNd ‘exTad ‘Ssdteud ‘Qued - Z eucz 
SeTQUNOD |2R3eAezZeT 9 BSED ‘TTOzAAeD ‘SsajQeEg T auoz 


SHNOZ-SNOSWW LJNGUNAD Ad GSHSA05 SVREN 


A3tD> pue Aqunod stnoT *3S -0T 907 

SeTQUNOD Aey pue 933eTd ‘uosyoRr ‘AeTD = § SlOZ 

set3junoD euxsem pu 

PAPPPOIS ‘3300S ‘enestTAsUeD *9asg ‘AaTdty ‘Aztzeq ‘QOOSTWed ‘uCbeaD ‘pTapeW Aen 
‘tddTSSTSSTW ‘TT@MOH ‘UTTYUNG ‘2092eD ‘neaprzeztD] eded ‘reT3NG@ ‘x95uTTIOg - g SUZ 
SeTIUNOD BS5esO puke NeezTUOW ‘ASTIIW ‘@eTOD ‘APMETTRD -Y¥L, euoZ 

SeTIUNOD UeATTINS 3 AqtTeus 

*pueTzoos ‘aeTAnyos ‘ydtopuey ‘stTTey ‘weugng ‘stjjeq ‘uebsow ‘@O1UuOW, ‘UOTIEW 
‘UOoeEW ‘UUTI ‘Stmey ‘xouy ‘x2eTO *UOZTABYD ‘uoQUeg ‘UTeApNYyY ‘aTepy < 4 su0Z 
S8TRUNOD PAPMOH ‘AedoOD ‘euoOg - 9 BUOZ 

: SO8TIUNOD Sexe] 3 UOUURYS ‘spToUAeY ‘THYseTNd 

‘edteud ‘Arawobauoy ‘SOTIeW ‘UOCSTPeW ‘UOCA] ‘apeUcoOSeD ‘jRUeq ‘pzozMReAD = G BUOZ 
SeTIUNOD 345T41m ¥ YRA0M ‘AAaQSqom ‘uouzen ‘AouelL ‘ou0gs ‘out Tes ‘aATeTD °3S ‘xXTOd 
‘yatezO ‘Ae@MEPON ‘UORMEN ‘TeDTEW ‘PTeUOGOW ‘UOISbUTATT ‘aoUestMeT ‘epeTse7 
‘uosuyor ‘azedser ‘3 ToH ‘AzoyOTH ‘AzueH ‘uostzzeH ‘Apunay ‘ouserp ‘A2QUe5 
‘setbnog ‘qrTeyed ‘ssetaed ‘seTTed ‘eped ‘uoqUTTD ‘UeT3STAYD ‘repeD *TTOzzeD 
‘uspwed ‘TTeMpTeD ‘ueueyong ‘sajeg ‘uojz2eg ‘Azzeq ‘meipuy ‘uostTyoqy = p§ 8Uu0Z 
SOETIUNOD BA3eKezeT ‘sseD - F SUOZ 

B8TIUNOD UOZbuTYSeEM ‘STOOURIA “3S ‘exTd -_Z SuoZ 

SOTIUNOD UsTTeM ‘UTOOUTI -YI_Su0Z 

S8TIUNOD BaeTzeyd “3S ‘UOsSzezZJer ‘uUTTHAUeIG = [T SsUuoZ 


*zeek 4oerQU0D SUC 
Aue UT S9OTAI9S JO Sanoy 000‘T 2z0oF 
uotzeora pted sdhep ¢ jared 30e23 
-uoo Aue UT SOTAASS JO SaNoYy 008 
aoz uotze[eA pted shep » ‘avad 
qoerzquOSD suo Aue Uy SDTAIes jo 
sancy 009 30 SAep ¢ JO UOTRBORA 
pted ‘oste sheprion pted £ °e 
*SLONLOOd 


sxoTTeslL yueL 
bUTTOSe) pue SrosAsAUvD 
e7zeADUOD ‘Sdung 83919 
-Uu0D ‘SzeTTeAi [OOL 
SPOT33O PTETA ‘SAT Ter 
doz-31TTL ‘SUWEn 
waeg ‘szetTtTez3 [Tews 
DuTpN {out Syonay, YOUTM 
Ssyonay, woog ‘sre, tes 
peg 38Ta ‘S70e(4 
TTe pue soepesis 
*‘spttong Sutpnqout 
@A0 pue *spA ‘nd ZZ 
zo Aqyoedeo j[eaeT 
3O0ReA @ JO SADTTeAL 

ao syona, +¢ dnoi9 
e+0S°9 siosseadwog 
pue Ajtoedes 
ewes jo Quoudtnbe 
ZeTTwIs pue soepseds 
‘sptiong Sutpato 
“ut "SpA "Nd O°22 
03 dn *spA ‘nd Y*ZT 
jo Aqtoedes [eAeT 
199A B JO SASTTHAL 

xO yOonaL +z anor 
AOTeQ 

poetsTpow se ydeoxe 
syonaL ped 3eTd 

pue syonay Gnyotd 

ue souRTNqUY 8ITS qor 
+SHONAL 2FTTAICA *sseT 
ao *sp& ‘nD 66°TI 
jo Aqtoedeo {eaeT 
2OQVA B JO SASTTEAL 

ao syonaL *{ dnoz 


dnozy 
dnoaz5 
dnoz) 
dnoap 
dnozp 
29 @UOCg 
¢ dnoz 
y dnozp 
€ dnozp 
z dnozp 
I anor 
ig suc”, 
§ dnozp 
9 dnoap 
¢ dnozp 
z dnozp 
{ dnozp 
tp euog 
§ dnozp 
y dnozp 
¢ dnoz5 
z dnoap 
Tt dnozp 
t¢ Buog 
§ dnozp 
y dnozp 
¢ dnozp 
z dnozp 
Tt dnozp 
*Z @uog 
§ dnoz 
y dnozy 
¢ dnorp 
z dnozp 
t dnozp 


SANOZ NAWUGAIYGATId GNY SUdLNaduYO Ad GauaAOD SUaUuV t4 eu0g s{ eucg 
(P.3u0D) *SUsAIUG MOnUL *SysAIUd WooUL 


3 FeUSg 
ebutza 


(P,3U0D) LPO -EBOW “ON NOISTOgG cyOv-EB8OW ‘ON NOISIOSG 





@ 
oC 
= 
° 
a 
~ 
z 
a 
ao 
3 
> 
© 
= 
Se 
~ 
a 
wi 
3 
a 
g 
3 
> 
~ 
s 
: 
: 
Soke 


zepten fuew sepaod pur eayweud) 

AOOTQ IO YOFIQ = “SIOpTyNg SToYUEHW. = TTTxS-TWeS YZInog - $ dNoUD 
uaw3n035 eins 
-se1d ftozQUu0D epe3z6 StuOIRQ5eTS 203 UeW suTT BuUT23sS STTTZ pUe syNno 
uo 2eySeus epez6 épunoz6 aaoge 3083 (OT) ue z 32040 sQueTd 29n0d 
30 SWeP UO SBIOZRCTM 30 SITeYS ,sUNSOg ‘SpTOzzeSs woI3 BuUTyI0a 
BISTROS FITTS {mes G3e79uU05 JO LUTeYys ‘euryoem 9TeUdse UO UeW p22ez08 
fuem PST PU JZeyTNeS fsTeuUuNZ UT JoReIedO Too} Ate !83825U09 
6urqqn2 sue eTzzou e3yun6 pue Sur3sertq pues fsetouuew yooTq 


(P,3UOD) TITXS-TWes PATYL = & dNoUd 
P,34UOD) 2 GNY T SENOZ SNOILINIGG SNOILVOIAISSYIO SuauogYT 


20 ¥OT3qQ UO UeH FeR30N PUY *’s7203e2ed0 epeTq pueY ‘3035+ {dde s3e3 
qoy ‘UeuSTI3ey OT3Qseu 204 ‘S28UTT YO3TP ’837099N5 ‘qand ‘buzaed 
@3029U09 UO vem suTTSUTI3Is PUe SJreu;TT {3709308 BI0Z fueM YD7203. 
Sut33nd !sTTyAp AST yWrs 32eYI0 TTS PUe STITIp yoRIa aS. Se 

uinys {zeTTT3p uobeam idwez zeTywrs zey30 Aue 20. uosyoer( f20due 


ooseq ¢3ayes QTeydse fuem weaq JeseT - TT}1s-}Wes PsayuL - iD . 


J@2ATI OYR UT s6UT}I003 pUe 

sizetd e6pr3q 203 swep 3203309 ut Buryz0n uew fépuno316 aoTeq @20u 30 
3003 (9) xts 6buty30M Uew sTOY 2zeTd pue juem{NGe ‘pasn jou st 3Te 
pesseizdwoS azaym 3083 $Z UeUR SSeT STeUUNZ puNOIB3zepuUN UO BuUTyI0K 
SIPIOQET TTe 4y¥30M QuUeUZeAe2 PUR axTp eTTd ‘spuey yOep 4y%30a 
J@ATI UO SISTQ STGeS Pus SISAPEM ZEW AOCTTIA Pur preOg fsieZzy 
-23ATNd Poom uO UBM Jepedz ‘f‘ueM JORRIqTA 4$%30M YORTP pUe edtd Uo 
uew pzeoq 3033eq ‘sae13 Bburpueyjs yo szaddoq ‘430M JeMes UO 2eheT 
edtd peey ‘(peaztnbez st uot 35e302d Terseds e2eum) sTey193RE 

zo Teyze3ew Axods Bburtpuey pue y3ta Sury20K usu ‘fsTeT 20390" 
@}30S0825 30 sa@tz e30S0aI29 BurtTpuRPY uew t3epee3 JsuUSNID f1zepuUag 
yonys tuewm waozze{Td querTd 3Teudsy - TITHs-TWes puoses - € dnowS 
wueueTzzou zemMoTq MezQs {(ATUO Buyaed) 

szetppnd tsuot3ezedo Burbpezp TezsueS 310 StTnezpAy YIM UOT {Deu 
“UO0S UT 420M TT® ‘203e27ad0 Too, semod ‘sautT edird zey20 [Te pues 
SeUTT 39np pue ett ‘edtd arnpuos ‘edrd ebeurezp ‘tro ‘surrosesd 
‘seb ‘3203eK ‘JeMaS YRTM UOTZDeUUOD UT yI0KM TTR ‘6urAed a33a79U00 
UO $3933eS YSew ezta {6utaed a@3e25u05 uo uewdTys ‘dn punoz6 wo33 
pe 320ddns-jzTes ou 33933 Us 38AO SPTOTJVOS syo Raq 

20 YDOTQ ‘yD02 = Szeaed dezd1t3z ‘swep 3azjz0> {(saToyuew uo ydaoxa) 
uta JeXTw Terzejew feutyoem QTeudse wo szepeazds ‘uew zeddoy yo3eq 

TeTseqew fuew o166nq e1631086 ‘T1T13 yazee uo vew dunp {yes Jo xTN 
*zeTpuey quewes {303e3ed0 Tool ATW = TTTXxS-TWesS 3SITI - 2 dNoud 
szeioqetT Tezeueb 32430 

TT® pue uew yOeTQ fs20faau0S pue “szeddoy ‘suTq zapun syoNIR 

Butpeor fseTid yO03s uo szaxeQ ext pue vew dum 
tsiepus  saepuemerTes ‘srzepueqy sequedszeD - sisioge] [ezeue5 - [T dnowd 


@ GNY T SHNOZ SNOILINIGSG SNOILYOIAISSYID SYaNOEVT 


(P,2U0D) 49O0P—EBOW.ON NOISIOIG 


SeTIUNCD PrPPpoys pue 3305S “*AoTdry . 
‘2OOsTWed “PTipew AON ‘TddysstssetR ‘uTTyUNG ‘Neepzeztn eded ‘zeTING - 1 su0Z 
SeTQUNOD AoueL pue yr2eZzO - 9 BUOZ 
; sSetjzunoD Aqteys pue “soru0K 
‘STTtd “puetzoog ‘zeTAnyoSs “uoTIeW "UOOeW ‘STMeT ‘xOUN ‘HIPTD ‘atTepY - ¢ SU0Z 
SETIUNOD OUOIG PUL UORMEN ‘PTeUOCdOW ‘SouUsrMeET ‘xedser ‘Azzeg - § SU0Z 
SOTIUNOD 299SqomM pue BsUseIDH ‘Oped ‘URTISTAYD ~- € sU0Z 
SETIUNOD Y320Mm PUR UOUZE,A 
‘UBATTING ‘eUTTeS ‘ITeTS “3s ‘Awu ‘ydtopuey ‘weugnd ‘yxTOd ‘933"Td ‘ST330d 
‘kemepon ‘uebsow ‘Neeqtuom ‘zeo190% ‘ucgsbutay] ‘uuTT ‘epeToeT ‘eq3eAezeT 
‘uosuyor ‘uosyoer ‘pzemMoH ‘3T0H ‘AzoxotTH ‘AtueH ‘uostazeH ‘Apunz5 ‘Az3ue9 
‘qTeweq ‘sseTaeg ‘seTTed ‘1edooD ‘ucqUTTS ‘AeTS ‘uo3zazeyd ‘2eped ‘sse 
*[TTOAZVD ‘TI@eMpTed ‘uPUPYyoNG ‘UCjUeg ‘sejeg ‘UORZeg ‘UOSTYORY ‘mexpUY <- Z sUOg 
setzunoD 3ySTIMm 
pue autem ‘uozSurysem ‘uerzem ‘sexay ‘uouuReys ‘ARTD STNOT “3g ‘STNOT *3S 
‘@asetasueD *3g9 ‘STOOURIg “35 ‘SeTIBYD “39 ‘spToudey ‘STTeN ‘TYSeTNG 
*‘extd’sdteug ‘Azzeq ‘ebeso ‘ucbez9 ‘Azewobjuoq ‘eozruOW ‘ZeTITW ‘SsetieW 
‘UOSTPEM ‘UTOOUTT ‘uCsIeZZeC ‘UCIT ‘TTeMOH ‘epReucoSeD ‘uTTHUPIZ ‘seToSnog ‘3uU9EG 
*PIOzmezDd “@TOD ‘203285 ‘usepuRd ‘AemeT{eD ‘zebutT{og ‘euceg ‘utezpny - T seu0g 


SAZNOZ SUAMYOMNOUI AG GAYSAOO SVaUY 


4 i SaetQIuNOD YdTopuey pue sdteud 
e680 "NwezTUOH ‘ZETIIW ‘SOTIeW “PreMOH ‘@peuooseD ‘3Ueqg ‘pz0zMeID *aTo> 
‘uozFIeYD ‘UsepuBD ‘ABMETTBD sUuccg ‘(dtYysUMOL eaaTND 3deoxe) utTeapny - ST eucg 
SeTIUNOD eoUezA' 8 uouzeA 

"2TPTD “3g ‘uognen ‘PTBUCMOW ‘aadser ‘apeg Cpuphe ‘uogieg ‘gamen c PI euog 

SOTZUNCD TTeapTed *ARMEDON *uozsbutatT ‘y320m ‘Apunazy ‘ssetaeg ‘uostzz 

*ArQuUeD / TeoZEW !3ton! /uostysqW jateweg ‘uoqurtTa ‘ueueyong ‘merpuy - ET Suet 
; 7 A3unoD tysetng -Z— ouog 

set juno 

245t2m pue z07ISqem ‘sexe, ‘AouelL ‘ou03s ‘uoUUeUg ’xTO" *yzeZ0‘U0be20 
*SPSTSEeT ‘TTeMOH ‘AZOHYOTH ‘auseID’se{Tbnog ‘seTTeqd ‘ueTISTIYD -T{T eUuog 
S@t3uUNOD sudeM pue ucIbuTYSeM ‘preppoys ‘sptoudey ‘AOTdtTY ‘2O0sTuled 
“PTAPEW MON ‘TddTSSTSSTW ‘UOSTpeEW ‘UOIT ‘UTTHYUNG ‘2ez7eD ‘ZeTING -OT sUOg 
SSTIUNOD SASTASUSD *2835 

Ppue stoouezg *3S ‘3300¢ ‘Azzeqg ‘neepzeztn ade ‘azebutt{og - 6 2au0z 

SSTIUNOD USIIVM 3 UTOOUTT ‘uoszezzer ‘UTTHUReIgZ - g SUZ 

Set3unoD oudem pue vozpbuTysem 

‘WelIeM “Preppoys ‘eASeTAeUeD *S8AS ‘sSTOoUFIE *3g5 ‘3300s ‘AeTdty ‘sproudey 
‘Aized ‘2OosTUed ‘PTIpeEN MON ‘Tddrsstsstw ‘UOSTPEN ‘UTOOUTT ‘uoszezzer 
*uorl ‘UTTHYUeIZ ‘UTTYUNG ‘2e37eD ‘neepzeITH eded ‘zeT3ng ‘rebut TIO, - L su0z 
4215 pue Ajunod stnot *3g ‘AgjunoD saTzeyo‘'3s - 9 ou0z 

S9zTUNOD SUTTeS pue Arey ‘UBBbIOW ‘zedoOD ‘TIOIZeD = § BUOZ 

SSTIUNOD ST330d 3 eZIeAeZeT ‘uosUYyOr ‘AzueH ‘UCQUeg ‘Sejeg = § SU0Z 


(P,3U09) SANOZ NWloluLogTa fa GauaAOD SvauN 
£ ebeag (P,.2U0D%POR-E80H “ON NOISIOSG 





ARuNeD seTzeyD *3g - gq 

S9TIUNOD WOSreZZOC PUe UTTyUeIZ - 2 

£ sSuog 

*SO9TIUNOD 420M puY 3YySTIM ‘z02sqGom 

*uouzea ‘AoueL “euogs ‘OuTTeS “ATRTD “3S “NTOd ‘8T330d ‘y4eZ0 ‘ARmMEpON 
*uOQMeN ‘uPBIOWM ‘2eDI0EW ‘PTeEUCGOW ‘UOBSbUTATI ‘eoUsAMeT ‘OpeToeT ‘uosuyor 
‘zedser ‘310H ‘AzoyotH ‘Axzuoy ‘uostazzey ‘Apunay ‘Aajued ‘euee75 ‘setTbnog 
‘qiewed ‘ssetaegd ‘seTTed ‘oped ‘UuoRUTTD ‘UBTISTIYD ‘zeped ‘TTOzzeD 
‘uepued ‘TI@eMpTeD “uoqueg ‘sejeq ‘uozzeg ‘Aazeg ‘uOSTYSRY ‘MerpuY = Z Sto 
SaTRUNOD a33e4ezeT pue sseD ‘uBURYONG = 4 Sack 


n 
o 
s 
ee 
o 
Zz 
—_— 
s 
o 
5 
— 
> 
oO 
3 
fe 
— 
© 
N 
ew 
S 
za 
= 
. 
> 
— 
i 
m 
5 
s 


e- zeptTea f‘uew Azepmod pue eytweutp 
£(490TQ 20 yYOTIq) Buypt Aq eToyueu‘yr0m zemod uO azedeT odtd pesey‘stouung ut 
zozeredo [0°03 ate ‘e3ez0u0D Burqqna ‘ueweTzzou eytuunS pue Sut3seTq pues 
‘seToyuew YOOTq JO YOTAq UO SW AeZI1OW‘SsAORReZedO epeTq puey!zojRoOTTdde 

282 OU‘ uUEMETIAIey OTISeU R04! (°939) pue szeQQN6‘qino‘butaed eje19 

-Uo> UO usu suTTHuyzAs pue SxSUTT‘s2933e8 WI0Z!ueM YoI0R BUTA34NO/STTTAP 
ZeTTWTS FeyIO [Te pue STTTaAp yoezy Ate‘STItap uznyo’ze tT Ttap ucbem:duez 
zeTTwTs zey20 Aue 20 uosyoel!zedwez oozeq!uew weeq zeseTizeyer yTeUdse 
feutTyouw QeTYydse uo UeW paeiDsS 10 Aepeeids - Sisi0qeT petit1s - zZ anor 

pesn jou st ite pessezdwod ezeymM stTeuun3 punoz6 

-iepun uo Sutyz0a sxrerOqeT TTe!yI0M AAT UO S2eTR STQeo pUe s7eAeeR BEW 
AOCTITA pue preoq !szezTieATNd Poom uO ueW Jepesez‘!y%20M YORTP 3 edtd uo uew 
Pieoq 1033eq/seer3 Buypueys jo tzeddo3! (peztnbez st uoTt30930A2d TeTSeds ezeyA) 
STeyiezew 20 TeTzeQeu Axode buttpuey pue yATM Bbutyz0m usw!/sTeTiezew 930s0e70 
20 S8T} 830S0eI9 butT{Tpuey usw ‘zepeez zeysnizo! (Atuo Bbutaed) szetppnd 
‘suotqezedo 5utbpeip tezeueb 20 St{[NezpAy YITM UOTZOeUUOD UT yYI0M TTe!203eI1ed0 
100} JemodiseauttT edtd aey30 TTe pue seuTT 30np 3 eTT3‘edtd ytnpuoS 

‘edtd ebeuteap‘T To’ suy Toseb‘seb‘103eM‘zaMes YRTA UOCTZOeUUOD UT 420A 
TTe‘butaed ezezUCD UO 8103308 Ysew satafueW JOReIqQITA!buTAed 93a10U00 

uo ueudtys ¢dn punoz6 wo2z3 pezizoddns-jz {es you *33 OT 2eA0 SpToszeos 

fuew Teubts!yoyaq 20 YOOTG’y901 szeaed deadta {(punoz6 mojTeq buryz0a 

Wow STOY zeTd puke sQUueWjNqe‘suep 293300! (seToyUeM UO Ydeoxe) uew J°exTw 
TeTze3ewWUuew STeos ‘uew zeddoy YoR3eq TeTzejZew fuew seTbSnq etb1006 

{STITT pue $ynd UO SIeXDeYO epezh‘iTTTz YRA2ee UO UeW dump ‘spueYy yDeP{aes 
838I9UND IO UTeYO! (YORB FO YING) ASeTpueY QUEeWed!103ReZEdO TOO, 3zyeiszrezZ0qeT 
Tezteueb 194320 -TTe pue usw yORIQ{sz0AeAU0D peu szeddoy‘su zoepun syon1z3 
Sutpeol‘szepue_, sepueweles‘’sizspue, szejzUuedaeD ~- Tezoqe{ [eaouep - [| dnoxz5 


SAILNN03 Ava GNY 
aLLWTd “NOSHOWVE “AWID = § SNOZ =- SNOILINIASG NOILVOIAISSVID WOavT 


SeTzUNOD UerIeEM pue ArsWOHhQUOW‘UTOOUTT 
SeTzuUNOCD eoucdey pue uozbutysem ‘sexe, ‘weatTiIng 
‘paeppors ‘Aq teys ‘uouueys ‘33008’ pueT3008 ‘ zeTAnyos ’ saeTAsUeD “eas 
*stoourag *33‘AoTdty ‘sproutey ‘yd Topury ‘st Tey ‘weugng ‘ tysetng ‘ext ‘sdteud , 
‘41184 ‘2008 Tueg ‘e6eso‘ucbez0‘ pt zpeN MON ‘@OAUOW ‘Nee TUOW’ TddtsstsstH 
‘JT T TW UOT ION ‘SOTIeW‘ UOS TpeW ‘UOSeW“UUTT ‘BTMeT‘ xOUY ‘UOIT ‘ TT@AOR 
*p2TeMOH ‘ Opeucosey‘uTTHUNG‘3Uaq ‘ pIOJMeID‘ TedoOD‘ aTOD* YAeTD ‘UO TARYD 
20320) ‘neepzezty oded‘AvmeT Te‘ 291 3Ng ‘ eucEg ‘29b6uT [TOG ‘uUTeApNy‘aTepy - @ 
2p aucZg 


(P.3U05) SURMOGVT AG GaUZAOS WRUV 


OT ebva (D,3U0D7 Hy) -ESOW *°ON NOTSTOAG 


SYFMOGVT Ad GANRAOD Wau 


uew Tauung 
f29pTaa fuew szapacd tuew eyyweudp fzeptrnq stToyuem fTor32U0D apes6 
2TU023z9eTe UO Uew sUTTbuUTI9s {39049904> eperb f1aA0 pue *d°g ST aes 
“9@9239U09 {37eqdse uo uew peazos ‘uew 3n036 eansseid ‘uew atzzou 
aatunb ‘stTTy3ap edAj 3eTyws 329430 [Te puke TTT3p yoesy sate éTTy3p 
uinyo {TT}32p wobem fuew weeq JaSEI-TTIAS-Twes puocses - E dnaoUD 
uew 3seTq pues ‘6utaed a3e25u05 uo uew sutTbuy33s é*sqT $9 
3eAo 3203e2E8d0 Too, ste ‘ybty *33 OT 3eA0 SjUeTd 33aM0d 30 sweep to 
8U10;3eTd JO SpTOzzeos tszteyS s,uNsOq wWoIz BuTyIOM SI9TROS ZZ; TS 
#y30a yo3Tp pue edrd uo uew pze0gze33eq {420m JeMes UO _IaART 
adrd peay fzeye2 QTeydse ¢uew 2OZLIQTA-TTIAS-TWeS 3SItTd — Z dNOUD 
*d°y ST Jepun aes 33075U05 Jo UTeYS ‘ueW PEST pue 33x TNS 
4*sqt $9 z@pun 303e3edo0 Too} Ate ‘33e29u05 Bburqqnz ‘!seToyues 
4D0TQ 30 Y¥OT3IqQ UO UsW JeQI0MW {203eI2Ed0 epeTq puRY ‘z0RROTTdde 32e3 
Joy fuewseT33ey O;ISseW R04 fs2eUTT YORTP ‘81999NK ‘quand ‘szeUuTT 
tuew yo203 Sutagno fdwez szeTywTs 39430 Aue jo uosyoert tzedweq 
o2532eq $390AT2 By UT sbuTR003 pue szetd eSpt3q 30z swep 103309 
uy 65uyx20m usw fpunoz6 sAoTaq eiz0w 30 °33 (9) xTs BuTy20m UeU eTOU 
etd pue juemgnqe fpesn jou st 32ye pessezdwod szeqM °33 SZ UeYR 
SS®T sTeuung punoazbsepun uo SuryI0M SzaIOQeT TT 4y30M YusWzsAsZ 
pue exTp eTTd fspuey yOep 4y%I0M J@eATI UO SI9TI STQES pue S79Aven 
3eu AOTTTA pue preog ‘szezyzeATNd poom UC UewW JepeDdBz {89033 
SutTpueys jo 3seddoq fytetse3ew Axode Bburtpuey pue qqytA BbuyyI0N usw 
sSTeTI@QeW S{ZOSO3IS 3O SET B3I0S0a15 SuyTpUeY Uew fzepeEBzy Jsysns> 
taepue3 yonyS ¢uew w1z0z3eTd QueTd 3Teydse fuemeTzzou JeMOTq ARIAS 
{(4qTuo 6utaed) sszetppnd ‘$3033e8 w30z tsuoy3ezedo burSpazp Tez9ueb 
30 OTTNeapsy YITA UOTROEeUUCSD UT ¥3I0M TTe $103e70ed0 TOO} zenod 
{souTT edid 39430 TTe pue seuTT 3ONp pue eTrT3 ‘adrd yynpuco odyd 
ebeuterp ‘Tro ‘auttoseb ‘se6 *’103ea ‘JeMes YQTA UOT_DSUUCD UF 
430m [Te ‘6uraed @3829U05 UO $19338S Ysew Sita {6utaed @3879009 
uo uewdrys ¢dn punoz6 wo3z pezsoddns-jzTes jou 38373 Ud} I8AO 
SPTOzZz; ROS tyot1q 30 YOoTG *yD03-szeaed deady3 ‘sweep 
10jj0D {(seToquew uo 3daoxe) uew JexTW TeTI03eU fouTYyoRM ZTeYdSE 
uc. Jepeeads ‘uew zeddoy yqo3eq TeTze3eW fuew et6hnq 07632006 
{TTT3 Y32ee UO UeW dunp ‘zeTpUeY Quaweo fuew yORIQ ‘sz04eAU0d 
pue ‘sizeddoy ‘sutq zepun syonz3 Bburpeoy, észex7eQ 3exOTI tuew dunp 
{siepuez sepuemetes isiepue, szequedze5-soqeJ TeseueD - T dNnoUd 


v ONY € SANOZ 


(P. 3405) L00R -E8OW “ON NOISTOIG 





S 
° 
a 
x 
o 
5 
> 
3 
& 
8 
3 
“ 
+ 
3 
> 
= 
o 
& 


2@Aao 40 ARTORedeS “SpA £ ‘se0yuXxDeq pues 
sTeacys t(qrf *TouT) zeao 30 wood zo °33 08 ‘szeATIpeTTd f3aa0 
zo Ajyoedes *spA ¢ ‘seurtbezp t(qyf *tTout) 2ea0 30 wood zo ° 
08 ‘s6y2 30 euezD {20Aa0 30 Agjoudes *sph € ‘sTTeusueTD = A 25 
sedf3 TT® ’szeat3zp 3eTIO (q) 
7eTTO (e) 
AI dnoip 
T = 1203e20d0 
@ourue3uTem suTqoem BurpTen ‘puey 30u ’3203e2ad0 euTyoem Buryezqza 
{squewyor33e ynoygra ‘sset Jo dy OS 32030823 £3a3S00q pur sJeTTOq 
UOT IeUTQWOS-1J0RBJedo Jeze|aY IZeD yUeQ ¢203ez2Ed0 auTYyoRw BSuypez6 
-ans ‘sjef pue suoydis ‘zedeems 30 woo1q 2380138 peTtedo1d-jTes 
*z03e20d0o queTd burysea pue Gutuseizos *37eydse edéAy ybty ueyg 
2ay.o *z03ezado AeTTOI ‘ebpezp ueyR 3zeyI0 ‘J0RRPIedO sSuUeUSQUTeN 
dund s‘damd {303e29do sepe36 w10z ‘303e39d0o 3eoTZ ‘612 ‘usw 
“8313 #203e2edo esutTyoew SutystutTz #203e2edo sz03NqQTIzISTpP ¢203ez2edo0 
zo4eauce tabpezp uey2 3zey30 *3203e2edo zeT{o2 ‘paTredozd-3Tes 
*“smes 83029002 {{ - 203e29dO eSueUeQUTeW JOSSeIdWOD {203e2ed0 
TItap uanyo s(uew 3u02z) sepeaads dryo ‘Tt - szetrog - Tir dnoip 
*d*y 0S JeAc-3203e28d0 3039833 
f203e7edo 3VoOqmo3 feuTYyorm But3Qn> dunjs ‘303ezedo TTtw Bnd 
t{ptetus zesod fedd43 szeTtwTs 30 szewwey -ezpAy ayQ jo ‘pattedozd 
“378s ‘204801q Queweaed {2039edwoD eTdr3tnw {3183002 neeuinoqey 
tunap T-eutbue BSurystoy ‘zesee26 ‘zepez6 Buryeaete ‘103e2edo0 
zeysns5 ¢303e2edo dund a3a25u05 ‘fszepeoT drys ‘Jz03e2ed0 JextE 
@3ezDu0a ‘pe_eszedo szamod ‘Arp ‘3ueTd yoReq e3e20U0D ‘{zepearzds 
@ty> t203e2ed0 2zaTTT3yDeq f103ezed0 seTTOI 3Teudse ‘uew quetd 
aTeudse ‘3z03e2edo zextw jueTd 3yteydse {zeTr0q 30 wnIp éuewe2Z 
quetd arTeydse ‘orrs xtw 304 3TeYdse fyon73 ewe2zz ,v¥,. - II dnoIp 
Z-2103e3edo aSueUeQUTeW suTYyoeM SuUTPTeA 
feuez> yonz3 fueu e733024u3 ¢(Tenbg 3o ‘xdy ‘IKD) zeaed w30z 
arts ‘203e2edo dooos izewwrys {s3e5 wooq septs ‘szepeezds eS2eyo 
“SIP @epts ‘203Rezedo jYeaoys {(SeaL 3zaty qou-Tenbg 30 403871) TTTIp 
Aze3j02 peTTedozd-3Tes ‘wepuey ut sdooos ‘1z03e2zedo yeousnd ‘sedfQ 
T1B®-203e2ed0 dooos ‘ovz3-penb ‘z-dund ‘3z03ezedo euez> uew3zrd £30 
-382edo zeatsipetid seutyorw Buryonw ‘3zojeredo soueusquTew ‘doys 30 
PT@TzI ‘SJepTem pue *3zZtT ¥203-2epeoTYbry ‘peTTedosad-3tes ‘A£1¥ 02 
*‘autyorew Butz0oq 320 BuTTTtap ‘43e5 UO pejuNOW JossaIdwoOS YRTA 
3POTTIIp t209e2edo0 ebpazp iueweutbue ebSperp ‘1aozezedo eut{berp 
feutyoew Sburgoatp !syonz3 yOTIIep JO YOtssep t3z0yezedo seuezdS f3zeaed 
JaXtw e@yeTOUOD {xtTw TeIQUeD ‘7OReIedO QUeTd eAe29U0D 47-703e2ed0 
@oueUezUTeW JOSSeIdUOD ‘203e2edo TTeYysWweTS ‘:JoReIZedo szezZOpTING 
{(paqunow euez> 20 yOn7z3) euTUSeM Bur3z0oq ‘abpezp uo dund 1383s00q 
tZ-saetiIoq tsadAq TTe ‘3z03e2edo epeTq ‘soy yoeq f2zepez6 ojNne £30 
<-3e1edo etTosucs quetd 3Teydse ‘zepeaads pue seaed ateydsy - I dnow 


T SHNOZ SYOLVESdO INAWdINOT WIMOd 
SNOILINIdSG NOILWOIdISSYTIO 


seTIUNOD UTTAUeI 

pue extd ‘uTOOUyT ‘wezzem ‘ARTS 3. BTNOT “35 ‘SeTIBYD “3S ‘uOszazzer - 8 FNOZ 
BeTIUNCD YdTopury pue ebeso ‘uUuTT ‘AreWObQUOW ‘a0r1UOK 

*prenoN ‘epeuocosey “TOD ‘uUoZTIeYD ‘ABARTTIED ‘eucog ‘uUTeIpPNY ‘zTePpY = < FNOZ 

7 SeTAUNOD UOUTeA pUe 3zTeTD 

°2S ‘UOIMEN ‘PTeUOGgaY ‘eoUSZAeT ‘xedser ‘oped ‘teped ‘uojieg ‘Azzeg - 9 FNOZ 
S8TIUNOD 420m 3 AvMwpom’3TOH‘ ArQUeD ‘qT eyed ‘ueURyoONg‘uCsUTYoIY ‘mMezpUuY - ¢ FNOZ 
S2T3IUNCD SUTEVS pue ST33eq ‘uebzoW™ ‘neezTUCK ‘zedoOD ‘uCQUeg - § ZNOZ 

SeTIUNCD sexe, pue 

FASeTNg ‘Sdyeug ‘ASTITH ‘SeTIreH ‘@peTOEeT QUeqd ‘pzOJMeID ‘uEpweD - £ ANOZ 

“SOD uCSTpeN 3 ‘ucQbuTysem ‘Arzeq ‘stoouezg “36 ‘eAetTAseUeD eas ‘AsTdTy ‘-uCbez9 
‘oudem ‘uouuwyg ‘ze92eD ‘7eTINY ‘UCIT ‘SypTOUAeY ‘pzeppoys "33008 ‘3008 tule 
‘PTIpeN MON ‘¥ddtssTsstTW ‘UTTXUNG ‘NeepzeztH eded ‘zebutTTIog - Z ANOZ 

setzunoD Aey pur 

8338Td ‘200% “aoRSbuTATT ‘az3eAeZeT ‘UOSUYOL ‘UOsYORL ‘UoSTzz2eH ‘ATUOH 
‘Apunzp ‘ssetaeg ‘AeTD ‘sseDd ‘UCIUTID ‘TIOzAZeD ‘Tempted ‘sej3eg - T ZNOZ 


SY@ZLNIVd Ad GaYGAOD Waev 


seyqunop Axquep ‘yzezO ‘Aeuey, ‘setTinog ‘ueT3ystzyD ‘euc[s 

*Azzeg. ‘prevogoq “woq3men ‘3yu6t1m‘’ze98SqQem ‘euseeID ‘eoueZMeT ‘epeq ‘zedser 
‘apeToey ‘serted “yTod ‘2epe> ‘uojzeg ‘AIOYOTH ‘ATID “35 ‘UOUTeA ‘UOQUeg 
‘Aquey ‘seqeg ‘st33eq ‘uOsUYyOr ‘Sssed ‘euTTeS ‘eq3eAezeT ‘uCsyORC ‘TTOZz2ND 
‘hea ‘ABTS ‘2a3eTa ‘aoysbuyzaty ‘Tempted ‘uoquTTD ‘ueueyong ‘Apunzy ‘ssetaeg 
‘qTeyed ‘merpuy ‘3TOH ‘Jeo270M ‘UOCSTI27eH ‘Y3I0mM ‘ABMRPON ‘UOSTYO[ZY = Z ZNOZ 
SeTIUNOD UCWbuTYseM pue UerTIEM ‘SexeL ‘URPATTINS ‘AqTeUsS 

‘uouueys ‘pueT300g ‘ze TANYdS ‘eAaeTAsUeD *a3g ‘ARTD PUR BTNOT *3g ‘sTOOURITgZ 
°3s ‘setTzeya -3s ‘Aetdra ‘sproudey ‘qdjopuey ‘stteg ‘weugng ‘tyseTng 

‘euta ‘sdteyq ‘Arzeg ‘ebeso ‘uobez0 ‘uebrow ‘Axzeuobjuow ‘soruog ‘neegTuCW 
‘J@TIIW ‘UOTIEN ‘SOTIeW ‘UCORW ‘UUTT ‘UTOOUTT ‘STMel ‘xouy ‘UOSszezzer 

‘uoOzI ‘TT@MoR ‘premMoR ‘@peuCoseD ‘UTTYUBIg ‘3Ueq ‘piozMBID ‘redoOD ‘eToD 
*yzRTD ‘UozTIeYD ‘2903R1"D ‘UepURD ‘ABMETTeD ‘euCOg ‘UTeIpNY ‘zTePY - 9 ZNOZ 
serqunoD AzjuepH pue y2ez0 ‘Aouey ‘seTGnog ‘uetastzyD ‘eucqs 

‘Azzeg ‘preuogow ‘uoqmen ‘3u5tim ‘2038sqom ‘eusezD ‘eouszMe] ‘epeq ‘zedser 
‘apPstorl ‘setrteq *xTOd “xepeD ‘uojzeg ‘ATONPTH ‘ATBID *3S ‘uUoQUeg ‘uCUZeEA 
‘Arueq ‘sejzeg ‘stq3eq ‘UOSUYOLS ‘sseD ‘ouTTeS ‘eqQeARzeT ‘UOSsHNSeL ‘TTOIzZND 
‘Kea ‘ABTS ‘033eTa ‘ucysHuzaty ‘Tempted ‘uoRUTTD ‘uPueyong ‘Apunip ‘seyaeg 
‘qTeyeqd ‘merpuy ’3TOH ‘ze5TeW ‘UOSTIIeH ‘Y310mM ‘ABmMepON ‘UOSTYORY - $ ZNOZ 
setTzUNCD suAeM pure pzeppojs ‘3300S ‘3OOSTUed ‘PIIpeW MeN 

‘TddIsSTSStwW ‘UOCSTPeEW ‘UTTXUNG ‘NeepizeztH ede ‘zeT3ng ‘zebutTIog - § FNOZ 
S9TIUNOD UsrIeM pUe sexe, ‘UBATTINS ‘AqTeUS 

‘uouueysS ‘pueT3z0os ‘zeTAnyss “eAeTAeueD *e3g ‘AsTdtry ‘ydtopuey ‘stjTey ‘weuyng 
*THSeING ‘exta ‘sdtTeug ‘Az20q. ‘ebeso ‘uober0 ‘uebroq ‘Azowobjuoy ‘eozu0K 
‘NBSQTUCW ‘JSTITW ‘UCTIeKW ‘SeTIeW ‘UCoRW ‘UUTT ‘UTOOUTT ‘SsTMeT ‘xouy 
*TTOMOH ‘pzemoM ‘epeucoseD ‘queq ‘zed00D ‘eTOD ‘yzAeBTD ‘uOyTIAReYD ‘203285 
“UepureD ‘APMETTVD ‘eucog ‘UTeIpNY ‘ATepy ‘UOZbUTUSEM ‘AZTOsstNoT “3S ‘sTooUeIa 
*3S ‘SeTABYD “Is ‘SpTOUASyY ‘UOSIezJer ‘UOAT ‘UT TYUeIG ‘prOzMeID - EF FNOZ 
set junoD 3ySt1m pue yII0mM ‘zeQSqem ‘uOCUzZeA 

‘Kewel ‘euogs “2zteTd *3S “xTOd “yTeZO ‘ABMEPON ‘UOQMEN ‘29070q ‘PTRUCDONW 
‘uojasbutat] ‘eouezmey ‘epetoey ‘zedser ‘310H ‘Ar0xOTH ‘UOCStTzzeH ‘Apunaz5 
‘eueeip ‘ArQueD ‘setbnog ‘qTeyed ‘sseTAeg ‘seTTed ‘eped ‘UoQUTTD ‘uUeTISsTIYD 
*ZeP2D ‘ITeMpTeD ‘ueueYyong ‘uozzeg ‘Arzeg ‘uOSsUTYoOZY ‘meIpUuY - Z ZJNOZ 


BeyWUNCD STTeY pue uoTIeW ‘STMET ‘HIT -OT ANOS 
SeTQUNOD WYyS5tIM pur Jeysqem ‘AsueL ‘au0 Ss _ 
*MTOd “yH2eZO ‘TTeMoH “ArOyOTH ‘eusezH ‘seTbnog ‘seTtTeq ‘ueT3AsTzyD = 6 FNOZ 


(P,2U05) SYALNIVd AG GIYFAOD VaUV 
zt abea TPLIUOS) Leo *ON NOISIOId P.340D) ¢eop-t8OW “ON NOISIO” 


SeTquNOD euTTes pue Aey /833eTd ‘ST330d ‘e330eAezeT_ 
‘uosyorer ‘uosuyor ‘Arueq ‘ABTS ‘ssed ‘TIlorzIeD ‘uCQUeg ‘sezeg - T JNOZ 


NOILONYLSNOS ZNIT AG GaFAOD Wau 





] 
ay 
oC 
s 
o 
Zz 
— 
> 
& 
— 
x 
N 
o 
3 
> 
© 
E 
oe 
— 
oO 
N 
we 
3 
z 
+ 
iC) 
> 
~~ 
§ 
$ 
x 
: 


fzepeoyT auee26-szeqieq {2z03e30do saeTI13¥9eq {3203CI3ad0 zextu QueTd 
aTeydse ‘uem queyd ayeqdse ‘{(3zatzoq 30 whip) uewezt3 auetd 31Teudse 
$zo;e20do 2eTTOI yrTeqdse foTys xyw-30y |Teudse fowesg-y - II dnous 
zojze3ad0 Teacys 
‘euezo yOnIg {303eB2ad0 suTYyoew Buryouer3 #103e29do0 dooss s2uuTyS 
$s3@> woogapts ‘203e2ad0 doods {foe13-penb {2z03e2ado 3e5 ysnd 12038 
-jedo surzD ueMITd ¢203e20doO AeAyIpeTId ‘auyyoem buryonw ‘siepTeA 
pue sojueyoow teben6 piepueys - 303e28d0 eatjowoooT, ‘Teaseym J9MmeR 
~youneT ‘sunip @azaqoe Z - sutbue Bburastoy fzeperoTySry ‘pattedozd 
-j1@s 422302 surqoem Buyz0q 30 Burt Tip {3e2 uo pajuNoWw 30ssezdmo5 
UITHM 3BO TTyap ¢203ezedo abpeip ‘uewautbue efpeip idund 303800q 
abpeip ‘*ado suyTberzp t1zo03e2edo sezop feuryoem Bburyo3tp ‘syonzy 
AOTIIOp JO yYOTIsep fz0ze2aedo euRIS ‘zeaed sexy SjzazDU0D {!3103RI3ed0 
TTSus weTS f303e29doO QUeTd szezDU0D xywW TeIQUeD !Z - IeT}IOq 
{moj = Jozezedo Qeoq ‘sedé3 TTe - 303eI29do epetTq ‘voy yoreq f19aNd 
WIOJGTTS StyemMoORNe ‘Jepezbojzne ‘!303eI1ado aTosuoCD juRTd areydse 
‘zepeeids buyuapya yous23 8 sutTYyoemw BburystuTz ateudsy - I danouD 


6 pue “py ‘€ SANOZ SuOLWUadO LNIWdINOS wsnod 
@9U2 Oseq esoqe 90S* “3zeUs TeUuUNZ 3o TEeUUNR UF 430K 


@uRIDd IOZ O3e2 Syseq 
aaoge (00°%$ JO unurxew 03 3003 sed st ppe) utd o3 
utd wozz ,00T zeAo ‘(qs SutpntTouy) woog 43; eueID 


J@TABID WepueZ ‘20300323 ‘wepuey ‘dooos ‘{sunzp ez0m 30 
ea743 ‘3stToy fpuno26 aaoqe ezom JO ,0ST - Teaq3s BbuT}5aI7e pue TeT 
-iJ93eu S5urystoy Sy3239eTSs Jo sed ‘jTaesatp ‘yotTzzep {(uepuTT se yons 
SbulquyTo ‘euez> !2zaA0 pue “spd *nd 4 = szamod ‘Tasoys ‘29a0 9 “sph 
_ “Nd £ = autTbeap ‘Too3 3ax50s yD07 Butsn euezo ‘{Sut3}0e29xe pues 
5utAtipatTryd-euezy (8) spunod ue} 3z9s0 BuTQezedo szssutbue sinssezd 
3tv (Pp) spunod ueqy zepun Bburjezedo seautbue ainssaad aty (0) 
spunod ue_ 3040 But3zerzedo seeutbue xeTTO ‘einsseid ary (q) spunod 
¥eq zepun Suy3ezedo ‘zeeutbue szeTTO ‘eznsseid aty (e) - Al dnoudD 
I00TJ 
‘zedeems {3eTIO {pesn moy jo sseTpszebe2 (31-Aea-u0d se yons) 
Jokaauod $(a3}7s Gof) s030W pze0gqzNo~J0O3;e29d0 yeog - TIl dnoud 


juewdrnbe szeTyuyTs 
9 epeTq Joper& yQtA Aepun ¥ “dy OS edAQ Tee4yA TTeWS ‘103933 


£(6urastoy 3203 pasn) 3z1T Aosstos fyon79 wo3rz Bur essdo youta ¢*due 


00F 4940 GUO “euTYoRW BuTPTeA 1300198 ‘sedaems 44304 YOT3R9NI346 
-UOD YITM UOTIOSUUOD UT asn BuyIANp ,Z 3J@AO PETTOIQUOD DZ; QewWoORNE 
‘paismod-jtas-dwns ‘dund ‘103e1edo {T{tw Bnd fauez5 yOon23 UO 3eTTO 
tabpezp uo szeTyo tzeaed jou ‘ezts jo sseTprzebe1 ‘iapeot opys 

y3te ‘zextw tazow 3o Aqyoedeo Beq Z ‘1speoT sprs3no yRTA ‘I3exTe 
{peatnbe2 sy 3zo3e10d0 ue qof uo zeA0Tdwe auo Aq pesn a3 eT 

ao Ajyoedeo Bbeq euo jo S3axtw vioW 30 OMR JT ‘2extw *AQTORdeO 

"33 "ND @ JzeAO ‘AQ TeYdSse ‘3zoxtTw faz; TUeW !BuUTASTOY JeYR0 /3098A 
-W-petT $(83929U05 Jo yOTIq ydaeoxe) ezts jo sseTpzebe2 whip suo 
fasjtoy ¢zesee16 ‘my 0€ 2eA0 BburdoTeAep szequnu Aue 30 Ma OF 20A0 


(P,34u05) II dnhowS 


(P,34U0D) @ AINOZ = SYOLVUdO LNAWdINOA WaMOd 


euo ‘z03e30uUe6 f2epez6 wi0z {3stoy UTeYyS ssaTpus {(uoT3e289Te I0 
UoTIONIAsSUOD BuTETING) JoReAeTS fautyoew Huraed yostp ‘eutyoew Buy 
“USTUTZ Gano ‘perredezd-j1es ‘mes ajzaxzdU0D {{yON323 UO pe juNoOm) sate" 
Josseidwod fauGeszte ‘sosseidwos ‘Aiexz0dwuag ‘iatrog ‘szo0aford uorg 
-on33SuO2 UO buy3eeaq 320 Jamod 3203 ‘3aTIOq ‘3aTe QuetTd/m 3eb6nq 3aye 
‘sset Jo Aqioedes Beq euo jo siextw 2920W JO OAR JexTW ‘TeAeT IOOTZ 
uo (6utgnqt323SIp) &3e3DU0D pue yOTIq ButaAow (peTTedo2zd-jz Tes ou) 
ab2ze,t ‘azehaavueo {£(pattedoszd-jzTes you) esbszey ‘zaAeauoDd = II doous 
autyoew Burttt32p Trea ‘(azts jo ssaTp3zebe3z) anoz 3zeAo You 
3nq eUuO UeYy ezom (TeSeTp Jo euttToseb) seutyoew burptes ‘patredoad 
OTZzewoRNe *STQewWoOINe suTYyoReW SuryAesqra feutTYyoew Sut1z0oq TeuuNg 
tauTyoew Burqouez3 ‘fezts jo sseTpsebe2 squewyoegqe pue ‘szz0-87e3 
zemod ‘3Tun zamed 3noy3TA Jo YytTH edéZ TeeYyM 30 ‘2eTMeID-1030023 
{zedwej e13 !zepez6-—qns {xoq iepeaids ‘umeizp 3030813 ‘dooos ‘eper26 
-qns 30 do3 ‘37eydse ‘z9T{To2 ¢yDe79-penb {py 3zeAo ‘88243 Ybno243 
euo ‘aTqrezeuqns St39590Te ‘sdund {,9 ySno2z43 ,Z 2840 peremod-jzT1e8 
omy ‘sdund tears qol-bur3zezeueb ‘zemod juetd ‘aars qol-buyxrs 
gquejd ‘aqrs qo{—65uyjeey quetd ‘eqs qof xrw-Apesaz 10 buronposd 
e@zaI0Uu0D ‘jueTd *¢4TeYdse jueTd ‘seutyoem Burddeim adrd ‘auyyous 
buruestTo edrd feurqoew Bburyonw teTrqow-zextw ‘buyaed ‘zextw feqts 
aot uo ‘orueysew ¢(euee75-seq7eq se yons) sufyoew Burpeoy f93029 
-uc> Jo yOTIqQ BurTystoy ‘1z03eA-e-peT ‘szeumrey-orpAy ‘yoReQs fQS8TOY 
{(juewdrnbe seTTuTs 30 ‘eTYqowI9MCR ‘3eM03 UOC JO UT bur Ze2edo 
sdtys 83a29u09 30 seabed yOtIqQ) YyOtTsq pue a_azoUOD ‘fAsToYy 433TT 
-u5tu tepetTq szeaod yQImM peo ‘zeper6 *331rTx203 ‘peezos BurZeTT}oOsO 
PSTTSsdoid-yjTes “‘auTyoew Burystury ‘euTyoew 3Teqzemod JO IJOReALOTS 
‘eSpeip ‘uewauy6ue ‘¢zepe36 buy zeAete ‘(pezrnbe1 zeaut6ue ou - quew 
-dtnbe odzeq pue sazowweyxoel s2zexeazq e3a2DU05 Burpnrouy saoin0s 
3930 worz 3zeMcd Burutejgo STTT3p puey Aue pue sTrTtzp uobea) 
Butzoq Jo BSUTTTTAP y¥S02 3zO YRIee 3OzZ pesn ‘parzemcd-jzTes ‘sauty 
-oew SurTTrT3p {suoz 9T AepuNn-pagjuNow Jes~TnId 310 yOnI3-O; TNeIApAY 
eueis tpaettedosad-jtas ‘utezie83 ybno3z-otTnespéy ‘auez> fy30q 30 
QUO ‘TaAST AOOTZ UO PUB OAUT JO ‘OUT BRaI1DU0D PUR yOTIq BuyAom 
zo BuTystoy * (peTTadoad-yTas jou) abrey ‘soXkaau0d ‘3epeaids 330329 
-uod fauTyoem 33039-dund se yons ‘dund a3ez5u05 {(paqjunow 1039823 
JO YONIR) 3eyYeIIQ 939290U0D fuoTIeUTqQUOD JepTeM-JoOSseidmoS ¢: UOTR 
-euTquos dund-zozez8ueb ‘my Of 3eA0 BburdoTeAep szequnu Aue 30 ‘3940 
JO MY OF OQ ‘SrOQeJeUaH fuoTAeUTQUOD dund-sOssaiduwod ‘tuo; QeUTq 
“wood 3103e29Ua6-30Ossaidwod {(8T33024y3 sUNI 3J0R3e19d0 UsyA) s0ssezd 
-wod ‘32ede *33 OS UeYy Sr0W 30U ‘omg ‘sSi0Sse1duOD !{ (eTIqGowlexTe 
SP YONS) JaxTwW $ YSTOY B3eI5DU0D UOCTReUTqWOD f1exyOTd ArzzsBYyoO fQROTZ 
-TIng suotzepunoz butz0o0z ‘autyoew Buy3z0q ‘{6uyt30e2e8 30 Buroetd 
*yonz3 wooq tpotszed ut Bburyeesq sanssead ySty ‘zeTt10q ¢(aaqrts 
-qol) 380q mo} 30 3e0q YSsnd-203e2Ed0 Qeoq feauTyoew BbuyTTTzZ{9Oeq 
{(peTtTedozd-j3Tes) aepeot szepaez eo3103 Aeyjze ‘szepeeizds y eqdse 
febseq Butoetd-zoyoue ‘iossezdwos 3ate/m 3ze66nq are ‘Aetszztya !Q480q 


yO3Tas {(szeMod 3eyQ0 30 ‘oTIROeTe ‘seb ‘weeqs) 2zeM0d ‘TeAcYys 
tzawwtys ‘dooos ‘but3eoTz 30 pue{T ‘zeatIp eTrtd ‘siemod 294390 8 
wee3s ‘seb ‘aatzOWODOT ‘pe juNow e@3T3 JO IABTAPID *tTepes6 ‘e6bpeap 
fauTTbezp {3e0q yOTIIep $ 3AeD yOTAZep tweeqs ‘yOTIIep ‘feayjQO" 
-OD0T @URID $38A0 ¥ SUOQ OT = paguNow azastnzS 3o yonI9-oT TNeIpAY 
*euez> fyON73 3O JAeraRzd ‘eueId f‘AvaaTQeS teoyyoeg - I doowd 


@ GNOZ = SYOLWYAdO LINEWdINOS usgmod 


sh at (P,3UOS ypop -ESOW “ON NOISIORG 
LbOv-c8OW ON NOISIOaG 





z 
5 
a 
o 
3 
= 
= 
a 
8 
« 
6 
4 
g 
3 
> 
i 
& 
3 
2 


Set IUNOD vezz7emM PUe UTOSUTT - § ANOE 
. S@TQUNOD 34613mM PUe 32e3SqQem ‘UOCUZeA 
4Quozs ‘2}BTD °3S “ATOM “HIeZO ‘UOJMEN ‘PTeUCTdOW ‘epeToRT *’A2049 
*set6nog ‘seTtTea ‘epeqd ‘seped ‘uepued ‘uoj3eg ‘Arz2eq - aor 
setaunos Aeuez pue eouerzmey ‘zedser ‘ausezD ‘ueT3stI4D - £ 
SETIUNCD Y33I0M PU URATTINS ‘auTTeS ‘s1323eq 
*Kenepon ‘200204 ‘voysbutArT ‘uur y ‘uosuyor ‘p2zeacoH ‘3T0H ‘ArueR 
‘uostzzeg “Apunay ‘423Que5 ‘qTeyed ‘ssetaeg ‘zedoo5 ’u0 317 
*TTOIIeD “TTSeMpTeD ‘uoqued ‘sezeg ‘uOSUTYORY ‘MeIpUY - 4 
SeTQUNOD e33eAezeT pue UORUTTD ‘sseD ‘uPUeYoNE - §$ ANOZ 
setjunoD eudem pue ‘uojbuyyseq 
*sexeL ‘pzeppo3s ‘Aqreys ‘uouueys ‘3309S ‘pueT ODS ‘ zeTAnyosg 
‘eaetaeuen °838 ‘stooueig “3S ‘AeTdty ‘sproudey ‘qdtopuey ‘stTTey 
*weugnd ‘txsetha ‘axta ‘sdteyq ‘A220q ‘300stwed ‘ebeso ‘uobe29 
*prapew men ‘uebs0ow “Azemobquow ‘soru0K ‘nesztuoK ‘tddtsstsstK 
*30TITM ‘UOTIEW “SeTIeR *LOSTPeW ‘UCDENW ‘STMeT ‘xcUy ‘UCIT ‘TTAaAOHR 
*apeuodsey ‘uTTYUNG ’3Uaq ‘PIOZMeID “@TOD ‘HIRTD 430932"D ‘neepse7 
adep ‘AeaeTTeD ‘2eT3ng ‘euoog ‘zeburTT1og ‘uTeIrpny ‘ItepyY - 2 
SET AuNoD seTreyd °3S ‘uoszezser ‘uTTyueIZ - £ INOZ 
Aqunop pue A3tD stnoT *3S = IN 
sazqunoD Avy pue 033¥Td ‘uosyorr ‘ARTS - 


SANOZ SHOLWUSdO INSWAINOA UaMOd AG GAAACD SVTUV 


(arf *jou 
3@A0 30 WOOg JO *33 00% SreAzIpaeTTd Jo ‘sHz2 euerD - fax anges 
(qtf *out) woog zo ,00% 03 
20ST szeazzpetTTd 30 s5y32 ‘auezo £103e20d0 dooos wepurL, - IA dnoud 
sunzp Z 22840 wnap 
SATION TEUCTIIppe gore - sastoy “(qf *ToOUT) 3a00 30 wWoog zo 
200T ‘SzaayapetTiId 3o s6y2 ‘auezd izaa0 3 *spA £ = TIEYSueTS {2eK0 
3 °spk € = Teacys 3000 9 “spk € - OzeIedo auT{be3q - A anos 
$3203 
-ezedo aoueuequtem {673 - weweztz ‘3aAtTIp zaTrO tzeT10 - AT ancdD 
(ss@T 30 dy 0S) Jo3eJedo 3035223 ‘fspueq jou ‘3J03e2ad0 euTYyoRR 
Suryesqra tzepeeizds zeTywTs Jo ’oyzqN ‘oewTN {!(2a3S00q 93 3a t 
UOTIeUTQMOS) 30R3e27edO Jezeay seo yUeQ {(3TeUdSe 30U) yoreeieed 
“3Tes ‘203e2ed0 xoq saepeezds ‘103e1ado autyoem Surpeabqns ss ef 
2 suoydts ‘203e27edo jueTd butysea 2 Buruseros ‘3 eydse edé3 ybyy 
ueyz JeyIO *20ReIedo JaTTO2 ‘zo3e2zado TTrwhnd ‘303ezedo sepe36 
WI0z $3203e2edo YeOTZ {203e2ad0 aueTd xaT3 ‘!203e7ad0 eutTyors 
Surysturz ¢203e2edo Jo3NQTIASTp ‘euTyoem GurysTUTZ qzno ‘(patted 
-0id-3Tes) 203e28do aes a3225U05 t303eI3edo eueTd 3yaTD ¢3103eI10d0 
TIt34p wanygo ¢(uew Quoz2z) szepeeiads dzyo ‘tf - saetzog - ITI anowS 
yonsg 
qoute (dy 0¢§ 2040) 203e2ed0 J0O30e32 fueW eT330204 {zapeezds 
@38i9U0S Sbreyostp septs ‘eutyoem 2a33NMSduNAs feuTYoOeM BuTYysTUTZ 
wioz dy{Ts $283003 ‘prTetus 3emod tpattedozd-jtes - woo1q - 3130a0d 
7eyeeI7q Queweaed ‘203D5edWoD eTdr3tnw tabenb aozzeu - 303e398d0 @aTt3 
-OWoSsoT fT = eutbue Surystoy ‘!3eeTz-zasee36 43317 yI03 1303e2 
zapez6 Bbur3qeaeTe® ‘3zeTT°O ebpazp ‘éz03ezado 3zeysn3zD {303e29do dund 


:(p,3u05) II anows 
(P,3005) 8 PUR L ‘9 °S “SENOZ - SuOLWuaddO LINAWdInoa daMod 


@2029U0D £3203821edo jURTd a3e25U0D fzepRoT dyxs - 3Jo3e2ed0 sezTE 
@3a19U05 tzepeeszds dryo ‘(swep pue sebpt2q) 203e2eG0 3e0q {zepeoT 
aue036-szaqieq t303e38d0 JzeTTT3¥Deq *3203e20dO zextw juUeTd 3TeYUdsE 
suew jueTd qteqgdse ‘1z03e3ed0 seTTO2 y3TeUudse {(2zeT}I0Oq Jo un 

uewerzyz quetTd azeydse fortis xtw 304 3TeYydse fowe2zjz-y - oe 
sedk3 TTe - sizoj3ezedo dooos ‘euez0 

yonz2 ¢303e2edo euTyoeu Surqouez2 ‘sz03ezedo doods yewuTys tszeO 
wooqepts ‘203e2ede iJeAtipetid ‘eurgoem Sburyonw ‘zepTtem pur sotue 
-yoow taben6 pzepueqs - ‘2905239do saT3OMDOOT ‘TeaysA JeuwWeYy gouneTy 
{sunzp sAtTqoR Z - eutTbue Burystoy ‘fzepeotyubtyq ‘pettedosd-jz Tes 
4322302 autqoew burz0g 30 BuITTt3Ip 43e59 UO pejuNOU JossezdwoD q3zTA 
385 TTt2p ‘z03e2edo efpeip ‘ueweutbue ebpeip ‘dund 3e3s00q ebpeap 
$303e2edo euyTberp ‘3z03e2edo 3zezop ‘autyoew Butyoatp ‘fsyonz3 
¥OTIIeap JO yYOTIJep 4303e7edo eueIS ‘zeaed JexTw a3ezDU0D 1103R3edo 
TleqsweTS ¢703e2edo0 QuUeTd a3e720U0D XTw TezQUeD !Z ~- SzeTIOq {Mo3 
= 203R3ed0 3e80q {seu4y 1,2 = ‘303R39d0 epetTq ‘soyxyoerq ‘2zepe26 
-o3ne tzeaed wsozZdTTs St3ZeWoRyNe {3203eI38do aTOSUCS 3UeTd 3;eUdSse 
tzapeezds Guyvepya yousez3 3 suryoew Guryszurz ateqdsy - as 


8 PUe 4 ’9 “S SaNOZ SuOLYEEdO INaWaINOT wamod ‘ 
003 20d 9T-(qrf *Tour) 3003 O0T 2ea0 s6y2 “aurzD 


. 303820do dooos wepurs, - TA anouD 
sunip Z 
JSAO WHIP SATZOR Tevozw3wzrppe qore - systoy 43eA0 3 *spA € - TTeUs 
-weT> ‘sedAj {Te - szestapatid ‘zesao 3 *spAé € = Teaous {38A0 3 
€ = J03e2edo eusTbeip ‘szeyonq zeao 3 *spA £ YQTA sUeID - A 
7 1-27040 
3 ,b-dund ‘303ezedo souruaqurew f{-z203e7ad0 JoAsAUOD ‘!T-WID SOT 
3@AO JossazdmoD {3JeATIP-2eTIO ‘euTYSeW ynoIB fzeTIO = AI dnOUD 
woozgozpAy ‘{Jo3e2edo surqoew Bur3e2zqra ‘zepesids se TyuTs 
30 OT3TN YoewTN -£(393800Q 9 ZeTTOg UOTIeUTGUOD) Je3eeq 3D YyURs 
$303e228do eutyoem Burpeziqns ‘s3ef 2 suogdys ‘z03eedo juetd bug 
-qsea 3 6buTuaezos f3TeUuUdse edAq ySty ueyQ szey30 ‘’3z03e2%ed0 AeTTOR 
{s03e28do {TtwSnd f303e7edo sepez6 w303 f303e3ed0 3eOTZ 1303e20d0 
aueTd xatz ‘203e2edo autysew Bbutystutz ‘303ezedo 31039NqTIAIBTP 
sauTyoew Sutqgstutz qin> :(peTtTedoszd-3Tes) 303e1edo aes 83eI79U0D 
'f JO Z 103e20edo souReUejUTeW JossezdwoD {*3do suetTd yeTS ‘!joaz7e43 
uot3zeuTquos Aue 20 wea $°Z4 queTd agStT € - Z {2z0a0 2 ,p sdund 
£ - 2 KAD SOT 2eao Josezdwoo ‘!203etedO TITIp UITYD ‘(ueW WUO2Z) 
zepeeizds drys fT - sietTteq !(sset 30 *d*y 0S) 303e2edo 2039233 
£(37eydse 30u) pettedoszd-zjes ‘3s03e2edo xoq sepeeids - Ili dnou 
zo3e2ed0 JeYysNI9 
tz03e7edo yeTTO2 3TeYUdse fyONTy tYOUTA 4(dy 0S 2e00) 203ez2ed0 
7039823 f{ueweTI302N2 ‘*zepeezds @3a75DU0D ebreyostp epis ‘auryour 
30339n5dun3s fauTYyoew butystuTzy WIOZ-dTTs ‘383003 ‘ptTeTys szenod 
{pettedo3zd zres = woo3sqszemod {3zeyea1q queweaed ‘!3203D59edwod eTdy3TNS 
‘a6ne6 morzeu - 203e2edo0 eATROWODSOT ‘T - autbue BGuTjstoy f3eeTZ 
eseez6 *33TT 4303 ‘3203e2ad0 szepe3z6 BuryzeaetTe ‘3zeTro ebpeiap £303 
-tiado dund ajaz5u05 {203e38do QueTd 33a35U05 tzeproT dtys = 30398 
-zedo Jaxt~w a3a35U05 ‘3zepeaids drys :(swep 3 a6pt3zq) 303e2edo0 3 
G,iNo> II a0Es 


G,iHOD 6 pue & *€ SaNOZ SHOLVESdO INAWdINO’ WaMOs 


ot beg -EG0W “ON NOISIoad SE a6eg 


(P,3005) “{y0b-cgoM ON NOISIOgG 





n 
® 
s 
a 
° 
Zz 
_— 
2 
Q 
wv 
x 
ov 
g 
= 
— 
> 
wo 
;: 
te 
_— 
oO 
N 
wi 
S 
Zz 
+ 
S 
> 
-— 
am 
s 
2 
om 
& 


*TeWUeproutT 

8S} 5uTpTem yotyA oF 
uotzezedo butwz0jz1ed 
33829 A203 peqrzosead 
8381 SATEDOy *SUaq1TaM 


SYSATYd wonUL 
*((TF) SUIMUOM TWLAW LagHS 

(T) (®) $*s ‘wad 62) sugaoou 
SeSNeTS 39e273U09 spzep SUSLLIZadId 3 SUTEWNId 
~ue3s JOqeT S43 UT pepTa SUA INIVd 


-o1d se Atuo SdgHIWvt 
Peppe oq Aew peystt S2zepusej uocseN 
SUCTILOTZISseTS eyy jo PeTTTxsun 
edoos 843 UTYITA pepnto *Suquogvt 
“Ut 30U YIOM 103 pepesu SYAMYOMNOUT 
SUCTILOTITSSETO paeysttun (38024 3 2e0H 
‘TROTURYOOW) SYOLVINSNE 
2079e1L (UMCTa 3 33a) 
zat TO SUATIVLISNI NOILWINSNI 
zepexz6 2030 SNVIOIN LOA Ta 
Aepect pue juo07zyg SNOSYWW LNIWFD 
zezopTIng SUYFLINAduvD 
aoyuyorg SUAAVINOIUG 


: SOINVHOGW ONILVaH 
*SYOLWHadO INGWdINOa waMod 3 ONINOILIGNOD UIV 


* (S8F2038° (p) xzNoz S5utpnyout pue 03 dn sjuowj2ede pue sowoy ATrwez 
eT5uts pepntout you seop) Sloaroud NOTLONYLSNOS ONIGTING +MIOM JO NOILdI¥psaa 
“VEGOT Ud OH UT “6L6T ‘Ez Aaenaqeg Pe3eP “SEOT-6L9S 2eqUMN UOCTST2eq sepaszedng 

MOILWOETGNd 40 alVG ‘diva TSOT-€89S ‘YaEWNN NOISIOaG 
WHOA 3 ‘NOIND 


‘@axOUgHD *SaILnnoo WNITOUVS HLNOS ‘ZILVIsS 


NOISIOgd svgagagasugdns 


wo (CTT) (T) (8) S°S ‘Had 62) SESNeTO QoRTQUCD SpzepUeyS ZOgqeT Sy3 
ut peptaoad se ATUO paeme 20332 peppe oq ABW PSzSTT SUOTIBOTZTSseTO SYR 
zo edoos 9Y® UTYITA POPNTOUT OU 420M 1OJ PEepsesu SUCTZEOTZISSeTS peqst{uN, 


AzunoD pue AIT STNOT °*3g = 1 JNOZ 

setauncd YR20mM pue 

AeueL ‘UeaAtTTIMs ‘euogs ‘puet300s ‘ze TAnyos ‘Aetdtu ‘weugng ‘y2"z0 

‘uobeizo ‘AeMepoNn ‘2e07eW ‘PTBPUCGOW ‘STMeT ‘xOUW ‘TTIOMOH ‘ITOH ‘UOsTiz2eH 
‘Apunay ‘Azquep ‘upTyungd ‘yreTD ‘zeTang ‘Azzeg@ ‘uosTYoIY ‘zTePpyY = 9 FNOZ 
seTzunoD 3uSTtIN 

pue 2z03sqom ‘oudem ‘uoqgbutysem ‘uouze, ‘szxel ‘pzeppogs ‘Aqteys ‘uouueys 
#43005 ‘eUuTTeS ‘eAeTAeUeD *aRS ‘sSTOOURIg “3S ‘ATETD *3S ‘spToudsYy udtopury 
‘STTWY ‘TxSeTNd ‘xTOd ‘OxXTd ‘SdTeud ‘sT39eq ‘Az2eq ‘ODSTued ‘ebeso 

*‘U0RMON ‘PTIPEW MON ‘uebIOW ‘AroWOHQUOW ‘sOTUOW ‘NeeZTUOW ‘TddtsstTsstwW 
‘2Z9TTIW ‘UOTAEW ‘S@eTIeW ‘UOCSTpeEW ‘uCoeW ‘ugQSsSuUTATI ‘UuUTT *eoupIACT 
‘epeToel ‘zedser ‘uozr ‘pzemon ‘AzoxoTH ‘AzueH ‘eueerTD ‘epRucosED ‘setbnog 
*‘queq ‘qTewed ‘ssetaed ‘seTted ‘epeg ‘pzozaezD ‘zedooD retaD | uouUuTIS 
*URTISTIYD ‘UORTAeYD ‘AePED ‘79RD ‘TTOzAeD ‘Neepzezto eded *uepured Aemetrteo 
‘TTOMPTRD ‘euoog ‘zebut{TtTod ‘uojqueg ‘seqeg ‘uoRZzZeG ‘UTeApNY ‘MezpUY - ¢ FJNOZ 
BeETQUNOD eRRIeARZeT puke UOSUYOL ‘Seed ‘UBURYONG - § FNOZ 

S2TQUNOD UStTTeM PUR UTOOUTT - £ YJNOZ 

SSTQZUNOD SSETAVYD *3S Pue UOsreZZeC ‘UTTHUPAd - Z ANOZ 

sesaunoD Aey 3 9239eTd ‘UOsHOeL ‘ABTS = T ANOZ 


SGNOZ USAIWC WOnUL AG GAUAZAOD VRIV 


uewesnoyerem =< noz 
eyonz3 xTw 3TsuezTR puv z0RReRTSY - » dnozD 

zeTTe29-Twes ‘ucbem yuez ‘szoj3ez2edo pue szestip 

zoynqTzastp ‘Aoq MoT 20 ZeOTZ ‘SxONIR YOTAZep pue suerzz-e seeeense 
ZeTTWTs 2eYyI0 PUR ‘spTTONe ‘soepeeds ‘syoez3 xTeyY ‘szegsdunp ‘suobea 
Aetsul ‘syonz3 [ee38 pue yYIOZ YOuTA ‘szeTTez3 eTOd Ao/pue ywes - anor 


eTxe wepuej - uobea e3 

{eTXe wepuez ‘SyONAR TeTzeQeW feTKXe Wepukz - SYONIZ peq 3eTd - Z Sess 
eTxe eTbuts - uobem yueq. ‘eTxe eTbuts - syonz3 TeyTzej;CW 

fsyonzq3 dnyotd ‘uobea uot3e38 ‘eTxe eTbuts - sxyonz3 peq 3eTd - T anoz5 


v3 s y € "2 SaNoz 


szeseer5 pue SzeTTO - anos 

SIOPTOA puke BSoTURYOOW ~- inoz 
wooq ‘Aoq moyT ‘euwerzz-y - € Gnoip 

quewdtnbe Buy QeAeoxe AeTTWTs JeyRZO puke spTToONe *eoupeeds *syoez3 

-jTey ‘sze3sdump ‘zeao 3 ‘spk “no ¢ ‘buTQeaeoxe dump ‘suobea AeTsuy ‘sizeTTer3 
-Twes 10 wepuez ‘uobem yuRa ‘xTW 3TSUeTQg pue 320ReR TSE Hage pore et eee 

: ‘ a twepuez TeTzeRew *‘ -7a 

AZOANATAYSTP YAAOJ *YOUTA sSreTTe73-TWES puez Tet ee cries Lae 
yuey ‘oTxe eTbuTs ‘TeTtzejew ‘sdnyotd ‘suobea uoTQe3s ‘weeR BUD - T adnoz5 


aNOZ 
SNOILINIGGG NOILVOIAISSVTO YaATHC WOnWL 


LL epeg (P,WU0D) LyOb ~CSON “ON Norsiodd , 





Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Notices 


(2940 3 ADT) 
eaoys ‘eutT{ berg’ yot 220g 
Y aoyyoReY ‘TTSysue TS ‘euezD 
(ADRT ueyQ SseT) 
eaoys ‘eutT berg’ yoTsz20q 
soyxoeg ‘TT eysueTS ‘euerzD 
euTyoen sut 
-ystutg Butaeg e3er1DuU0D 
dH OST 2@A0 tezZOpT—Tng 
Sse] 3 dH OST 29zOpTiIng 
*do zedeems 10 woo1rg 
euTyoeM Butaeg 3 Teudsy 
ZORNGTAASTG 3TeYUdSY 
tBz0jes9d9 Queuitnby zeMog 
zedjeH 21030023 uBbts 
2030019 uBts 
zedtexH 
203395 [9803S BuToz0zUTEY 
(8e2n39n73s) 
20330S [e8e3S BbuTOZ0ZJUTOY 
ueutepmaog 
zoeketodta 
ueueoTAres 
t9TTO 
azedtey oTueyoon 
oTURYyooN 
uen AITTTIN‘ Zesr0GeT 
uoumioD ‘zez10qe7 
(s@2n3z0Nn23s) 
zedteH 103305 w10g 
(S02N}9N13S)1093e5 WIC" 
(S@2n20NI3S) Aepttng wro0g 
zeqqny e3etDU0D 
(sein3zo0n23s) 
Sxzedtey zeystutgZ*oucD 
(S92n39N13S) Aeystutg*ouc| 
(Sutaed) 
zed{eH zeYysSTtUTa *oUuOcD 
(S5utaeg) zeystutg e3ezrDu0D 
zedjeH z93uedzeD 
zequedize5 
qeTeaocys zTeydsy 
zexyeu 3Teudsy 


SaILITILA 
3 ONIAVd TWINSCIONI 


Szoproy 
Sizepezp 
seouyoeg 
SYOLWUadO LNAWdINOa waMod 
SYGLLES AIL 
SUAAVI YOOTA LAOS 
SUATIVISNI YOO LagHS 
SUaMYOM IWLAW LagHS 
suadoou 
TetzuSepiseay 
Sut pring 
*SUALLIGadId 3 SUaaWNTd 
TeTQUepTSeY 
Sutpting 
: SUSUSLSVId 
SUZLNIVd 
szedejoedta 
POTTTxSUD 
? SUAUOEYT 
ONIDYOANIAU ‘SYSMIOMNOUI 
(TeT3UepTseY) 
SUATIVISNI NOILWINSNI 
Tet {ueptsey 
5utpting 
?SNWIOIULOaTS 
SNOSYW LNEWZD 
SuaLNaduvo 
sugavTMorsa 
SuavvwagTr08 
hy sore) Seema SOLSAGSV 


szoefozd (TeTRueptsey Butpntout) Butprtng :wiOM dO NOILdTuDSaa 


“((tt) (1) (®) S°S “Hdd 62) 
Sesnelo 3Oe273zU0D sprep 
-ueqs TOGeT 9y3_UT poOpTA 
-o1d se AjTuo pieae 3193 

“3 peppe oq ACW PezSTT 
SUCTILOTJISSeTO syQ JO 
edoos ey UTYITA pepnto 
“Ut OU Y¥IOM J0Z pepesu 
SUOTZIROTJTSSETO peasttun 


*TezUuSspToUT 

St BuTpTeM yoTYM OF 

uot3ezedo buyuzr0jz20d 

3ze29 1203 peqrzosead 
93e2 SATeS3By 6+ SUACTIOM 


Sz°s 29TTON 
$z°s zedezos - ued 
os’s xepes6 20304 
sz°s Z@epeoT pus uo7d 
si°e euez) 
$z°s TezZOPTIng 
Ssz°s soyyorg 
SHOLVUSdO INAWdINOE YAMOd 


SUALLgS AIL 

SaawuOmM IWLGW LaaHS 
saadoo"d 

SUALLIAGdId 3 SUAGNNId 
SusuaLsvid 

SUALINIVd 

SLHOIUMTTIN 

SaaHiv1I 

TWHaNa) - sdquodv7 
SUTTAOMNOUT 

(38024 3 3808 
*TeOTUeYOen) SYOLWINSNI 
Saarzvio 

SNWIOIWIOaTa 

SUZONVH TIVMAUG 
SUBZHSINIAZ TIVMAUC 
SNOSWH INAZWID 
SUaINIdIVD 


SaaAVTAOING 


SOINWHOGW ONILWaH 
3 ONINOILIGNOD UI¥ 


epbuts pepntouy jou " g90P) sLoaroud NOTLONYLSNOD ONIGTING ‘*WHOM dO NOILAIYpsad 


€06SE Ud 9b UT TB/OT/L POIEP ZSOP-TEXL “ON UOCTSTOeq sepeszedns *S6Z9T Ud PH UT “6LET ‘9T YOZEN PEIEP ‘B8POT-6L9DS ZequMN UOCTSTSOed sepesiedngs 


uoTZBOTIGnd JO 83¥q0 taLVG 80P-E8XL “ON NOISIOgG - NOILWOITaNa 
ASCTITM 3 40 diva ‘diva ZSOT-€89S ‘*YSEWNN NOISIOgG 


2323S ‘oObTeptH‘uozeue) *SAILNNOD Sexe, ‘taLVLs SUNGNVIAWdS *ALNNOOS WNITOUWD HLNOS ‘ZIVIS 


SUZAIud WOOL 


NOISIOgd Svadgasugdas NOISIOgG svaqasuzdns 





2-22-01S) 3009 ONITHG 
[we ob:8 *S8-62-9 Peta 92Z91-68 900 wa) 


“(CEF) (Tt) (@)S°S “Yad 62) SOSNeTS ZoORIQUOD SpzepURyS zOqeT eR 


n 
o 
ov 
x 
So 
Z 
— 
os 
© 
a 
mo 
< 
N 
® 
& 
= 
—, 
> 
w 
= 
& 
whe 
— 
oD 
N 
ei 
6 
Zz 
3 
= 
oS 
i 
— 
bes 
2 
~_- 
3 
mw 
we 
ban 
3 
oo 





UT pepfAozd se ATuO pizeme 2zeQze peppe eq Aew paeysTT suocTReoTJTISseTO e43 
3O edocs BY UTYRTM pepNToUuT AOU Y%I0M 10Z pEepeseu SUCTZROTITISSeTO peystTun 


*TeQueptout st Sutptea 


YOTYM O23 UoTZeZedO Huywrozzed yzetO 10Z poqTisosezd e3zei eateoez - SUICTAaAM 


aedieH 2eptem 
ZePTOM 
3ROTE-AOqaoT 
zetTrez3 
-Twes JO eTxy wepuRey 
4531 eTxw eTbuts 
:SA@ATAQd Yyonszy 
Aaeop‘autyoen B5utyouezy 
zextw BbutjTearzy, 
dH OST 2040 
(edAL zeTMeID) rOZ0eIZy 
dH 08 
2@eAO (OTPeUNEeUd) 1ORZ0RAL 
SS] 9 dH CST 
(@adAy JeTMRID) ORORIAYL 
uoD)*sdo queudynbg szemM0g 


SAILITIIN 
3 ONIAVd IVLNSGIONI 


& avd 


{AD LT 4@A0) szedezos 
(8S8e] 3 AD LI) sazedez0s 
(pettedozg 
-3 19S) OT PeuNoUd ‘ AT TON 
(QueweAeg XTW-3UPTd) 
TSS8UM T8909S‘ AeT TOU 
(Sutduey 
20 TSOS8YUM 2eTd~-20430) 
TSeyM T2038‘ JET TON 
zo3ze2ed9 FeperH 1020W 
epeisp 
euta ‘do zepezp 1030K 
(AD 42% 2040) 
zepeo] pug 2u072g 
(sseT 9 AD 4z) 
zepeoy pug 2u07d 
£(p.3u0D) “sdo queuwdtnbg z38eM0c”g 


Hiueueg SAILITILA 
ebuns 3 ONIAVd IVLNAGIONT 


8bOb-EBXL “ON NOISIDIG 





Friday 
January 24, 1983 


Part XXX 


Department of 
Energy 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Determinations by Jurisdictional Agencies 


Under the Natural Gas Policy Act of 
1978 





29440 


Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Notices 


Ne RE NE REESE IG TA HAT I ET IE AER CR RRR ne OTN SRE ~ “REN RS ED 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Volume 918] 


Determinations by Jurisdictional 
Agencies Under the Natural Gas Policy 
Act of 1978 


Issued: June 20, 1983. 

The following notices of 
determination were received from the 
indicated jurisdictional agencies by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
pursuant to the Natural Gas Policy Act 
of 1978 and 18 CFR 274.104. Negative 
determinations are indicated by a “D” 
before the section code. Estimated 
annual production (PROD) is in million 
cubic feet (MMCF). 


JD NO JA DKT 


The applications for determination are 


available for inspection except to the 
extent such material is confidential 
under 18 CFR 275.206, at the 
Commission's Division of Public 
Information, Room 1000, 825 North 
Capitol St., Washington, D.C. Persons 


objecting to any of these determinations 
may in accordance with 18 CFR 275.203 
and 275.204, file a protest with the 
Commission within fifteen days after 
publication of notice in the Federal 
Register. 


Source data from the Form 121 for this 
and all previous notices is available on 
magnetic tape from the National 
Technical Information Service (NTIS). 
For information, contact Stuart 
Weisman (NTIS) at (703) 487-4808, 5285 
Port Royal Rd, Springfield, Va 22161. 


NOTICE OF DETERMINATIONS 
ISSUED JUNE 20, 1983 


Categories within each NGPA section 
are indicated by the following codes: 


Section 102-1: New OCS lease 
102-2: New well (2.5 Mile rule) 

* 102-3: New well (1000 Ft rule) 
102-4: New onshore reservoir 


102-5: New reservoir on old OCS lease 


Section 107—DP: 15,000 feet or deeper 
107-GB: Geopressured brine 
107-CS: Coal Seams 
107-DV: Devonian Shale 
107-PE: Production enhancement 
107-TF: New tight formation 
107-RT: Recompletion tight formation 

Section 108: Stripper well 
108-SA: Seasonally affected 
108-ER: Enhanced recovery 
108-PB: Pressure buildup 


Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


VOLUME 918 


FIELD NAME 
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TEXAS RAILROAD COMMISSION 


aE HE De WE We OE WE DE BE HE HE FE ME BE FE DE DE DE DE Be DE HE DE DE IE DE DE DE DE DE HE DE DE BE Pe DE DE BE OE BE BE HE DE BE BE OE Be DF De OE DE DE ME DE DE DE DE DE DE DE BE HE BE EOE DE A ee Oe 


~ADOBE OIL & GAS CORPORATION 
8339278 F-03-066975 4265132384 
-ADVANCED SPECIALTIES OIL CORP 
8339209 F-03-062899 4204130801 
“AKERS AND FULTZ INC 
8339211 F-09-063009 4223700000 108 
-ALLAR CO 

8339326 F-09-67635 
~AMARILLO OIL COMPANY 
8339320 F-10-67555 


102-2 


4223700000 
$237500000 


8339210 F-06-062931 
~AMOCO PRODUCTION CO 
6339331 F-08-67657 
8339332 F-08-67658 
8339312 F-7C-067330 
6339271 F-10-066730 4239330802 
8239330 F-8A-67656 4244531098 
-ARCO OIL AND GAS COMPANY 

8339334 F-08-67660 4213534002 
8339335 F-08-67661 4213534000 103 
8339333 F-08-67659 4213534001 103 
8339336 F-04-67662 213133985 108 
8339152 F-06-052039 4236531363 103 
-BAMM DRILLING INC 

8339214 F-03-063098 4214931383 
~BARBEE INC 

8339405 F-7B-67813 4225332340 102-4 
8339404 F-7B-67811 4225332385 102-4 
8339406 F-7B-67819 4225331555 162-4 
-~BECKER & G7O INTERNATIONAL INC 
8339168 F-04-055691 4227331582 
~BEST PETROLEUM EXPLORATION INC 
8339269 F-7B-066682 4236732437 
~BILL FORNEY INC 
8339252 F-02-065914 
~BLOCKER EXPLORATION CO 
8339149 F-04-048290 
a PRAZOS PETROLEUM CO 

8339314 F-08-067441 
-~BUCK WHEAT RESOURCES 
8339288 F-7B8-067120 


4242300000 103 
4213534093 


$213534091 
$223531851 


102-4 
102-4 
4229733253 102-4 
4250531251 102-4 
4232931127 103 


INC 
4242933515 102-4 


0 
-CABOT PETROLEUM CORP RECEIVED: 
103 


8339315 F-10-067471 
“CANYON RESOURCES INC 
8339290 F-10-067125 


4223331358 
4208730206 


BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


RECEIVED: 
RECEIVED: 
102- 
RECEIVED: 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
107-PE 
“AMERICAN PETROFINA COMPANY OF TEXAS RECEIVED: 


RECEIVED 
0 


RECEIVED: 
103 


RECEIVED: 
RECEIVED: 


RECEIVED: 
RECEIVED: 
RECEIVED: 
RECEIVED: 
RECEIVED: 
RECEIVED: 


RECEIVED: 
103 


05727783 JA: TX 
LAUDERDALE "N" #2 
05727783 JA: TX 
MORGEN @1 
05727783 JA: 
ROY CHERRYHOMES REG 83 RCC 814514 
05727783 JA: TX 
MARY GRAHAM EST 8&2 
05727783 JA: TX 
ANFORD 85 
05727783 JA: TX 
107-TF MATLOCK #2 
05727783 JA: 
ELLIOTT F COWDEN "A” #148 
ELLIOTT F COWDEN "B” €&8 
JANE ELIZABETH CHARLTON #3 
LIPS RANCH "B" €27 
PRENTICE NORTHEAST UNIT @150 
05727783 JA: TX 
GOLDSMITH - CUMMINS (DEEP) #177 
GOLDSMITH - CUMMINS (DEEP) #178 
GOLDSMITH - CUMMINS (DEEP) #179 
JR FOSTER #59 
107-YF O B HICKS GAS UNIT 34 
05727783 JA: T™ 
EA é& JD ARNIM 83 
05727783 JA: ™ 
SHANION €2 
SHIELDS #2 
VERNON STANLEY #1 
05727783 JA: TX 
103 INEZ W KOWALSKI UNIT @1 
05727783 JA: T 
ROY MARTIN 1-G 
05/27/83 JA: T 
SCHREINER RANCH TRUST II WELL #5 
05727783 JA: TX 
L ARMOUR HINNANT 
05/27/83 JA? ™ 
ERVIN #2 
05727783 JA: TX 
SMITH A #2 
05/27783 JA: TX 
WILLIAM YAKE "Cc" 
05727733 JA: TX 
MCDOWELL #1 


x 
#1-G 
x 


1-252 


BIG "A" TAYLOR 

KURTEN CWOODBINE)D 
JACK COUNTY REGULAR 
CRUM MARBLE FALLS 
PANHANDLE WEST FIELD 
OVERTON (COTTON VALLE 
FOSTER 

FOSTER 

BROOKS (CANYON-GAS) 
LIPS WEST 
PRENTICE/67007 
GOLDSMITH C(CLEARFORK) 
GOLDSMITH (CLEARFORK) 
GOLDSMITH (CLEARFORK) 
HAGIST RANCH (1100) 
CARTHAGE (COTTON VALL 
ARNIM C(COCKRILL 1900) 
JEFFERIES LUCK 

TRUBY SW (STRAWN A) 
TRUBY SW CSTRAWN A) 
KINGSVILLE (3100° 
WILDCAT 

OAKVILLE (WILCOX 9700 
WILDCAT 

SPRABERRY CTREND AREA 
SMITH (MISS) 
PANHANDLE HUTCHINSON 


PANHANDLE EAST 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
FERGUSON CROSSING 
CITIES SERVICE GA 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
WESTAR TRANSMISSI 
UNITED GAS PIPE L 
WESTAR TRANSMISSI 
WESTAR TRANSMISSI 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
AMNGCO PRODUCTION 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
SOUTHERN NATURAL 
SOUTH CEN-TEX GAS 
CONOCO INC . 
CGNOCO INC 

CONOCO INC 

SEG TEXAS EASTERN TRA 
SOUTHWESTERN GAS 
HOUSTON PIPE LINE 
TEJAS-SW TWO 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
WARREN PETROLEUM 
PANHANDLE EASTERN 


HIGH PLAINS NATUR 


ceooeoeescseosoeeoseseeseese WOO? @ coeece ecoowr cooosese fc 
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o SEC(1) SECC(2) WELL NAME 


T RECEIVED: 
103 ; 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 

108 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 


102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
108 


108 
RECEIVED: 
03 
RECEIVED: 

103 
RECEIVED: 

103 

103 

103 
RECEIVED: 

Bo garg 
RECEIVED: 

102-4 
RECEIVED: 

103 

103 

103 

103 

103 

103 
RECEIVED: 

102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 

108 
RECEIVED: 

103 

103 


107-TF JOHN D FIELDS 
JA: 


MCDOWELL #2 
05727783 JA 
JIM te unit #3 
™ 


05/27/83 2 
TERRY-GOTT UNIT #2 
05/27/83 JA? 1X 
E M DANSBY #2 
F B GUERRA "3" 
05727783 JA? TX 
SAGER #1 (104202) 
05727783 JA? 1X 
BIG MIKE "B"™ @1 
05/27/83 JA: 1X 
BURNETT #106A 
BURNETT #50A 
BURNETT 18A 
BURNETT 76A 
GRISHAM-GREEMAN #23 (22261) 
H S FOSTER -C- #5 (18248) 
RAMSEY "44" #11 (27636) 
T J & J L WAGGONER #51 (18376) 
05/27/83 JA: 1X 
KING 8 "Dp" 
05/27/83 JA: 1X 
#2-60 
05/27/83 1x 
PRUETT @1 
PRUETT #2 
PRUETT #3 
05727783 JA: 1X 
KEETER "B" 813 
05727783 JA: 1X 
CAMPBELL #1 
05/27/83 JA! 1X 
MARY LOU FOSTER #1 
™ 


05727783 JA 
WHITE & BAKER “BY LEASE #2 
WHITE & BAKER “B™ LEASE WELL #1 
WHITE & BAKER "BY LEASE WELL #3 
WHITE & BAKER LEASE WELL #1 
WHITE & BAKER LEASE WELL #2 
WHITE & BAKER LEASE WELL #3 
05727783 JA: TX 
JONES #1 
05727783 JA: TX 
ROBERTSON "C™ &4 
05727783 JA: 1X 
KYLE #2 
KYLE #3 


FIELD NAME 

PANHANDLE EAST 
BOONSVILLE (BEND CONG 
WILDCAT 

CLARKS CREEK 


KURTEN (BUDA) 
LA REFORMA 


CUERO S (FRIO 2,350") 
DAVENPORT (RANGER M) 


PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE WEST 

WEST PANHANDLE 

REST PANHANDLE 
SPRABERRY/TREND AREAZ 
SOUTH COWDEN 
GERALDINE (DELAWARE 3 
WICHITA COUNTY REGULA 


PEARSALL CAUSTIN CHAL 
SAWYER (CANYON) 
PAKHANDLE HURCHINSON 
PANHANDLE HURCHINSON 
PANHANDLE HURCHINSON 
KEETER 

CAMPBELL (MARBLE FALL 
YANTIS (HEARD UP) 
WHITE & BAKER 

WHITE & BAKER 

WHITE & BAKER 

WHITE & BAKER 

WHITE & BAKER 

WHITE & BAKER 

CHAPEL HILL 
PANHANDLE WEST 


PANHANDLE 
PANHANDLE 


~ eo 
no & 


=n 
now 
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PURCHASER 

HIGH PLAINS NATUR 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
VALERO TRANSMISSI 


FERGUSON CROSSING 
TENNESSEE GAS PIP 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 


NORTHWEST CENTRAL 
NORTHWEST CENTRAL 
CITIES SERVICE GA 
CITIES SERVICE GA 
ADOBE OIL CO 

PHILLIPS PETROLEUV 
EL PASO NATURAL G 
EAGLE PETROLEUM C 


TGP INC 

EL PASO NATURAL G 
PANHANDLE EASTERN 
PANHANDLE EASTERN 
PANHANDLE EASTERN 
H S T GATHERING C 
EL PASO HYDROCARB 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
DBH GAS INC 

DBH GAS INC 

DBH GAS INC 

DBH GAS INC 

DBH GAS INC 

DBH GAS INC 
ETEXAS PRODUCERS 
NORTHERN NATURAL 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


eco fc @& Fennee or soc ooo Qo oe ecoreocococso @& so eo o o.hU©S] > 


ooo oclUC em on 


AAG 


KYLE #4 PANHANDLE PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


05727783 JA: ™ 
WHITE & BAKER “A® 
WHITE & BAKER "B” 
WHITE & BAKER "B” 
WHITE & BAKER "0" 
WHITE & BAKER "P" 

108 WHITE & BAKER "Pp" 

RECEIVED: 05727783 JA? 1X 

03 107-TF LADD-PIERCE "1" #1 
RECEIVED: 05727783 JA: TX 
103 DYCO HAMILL MCDONALD &5 
RECEIVED: 05727783 JA? TX 
108 MCCONNELL 8&7 — #00287 
RECEIVED: 05727783 JA: 

108-PB CALLHAM @1 

108-PB CHANDLER #1 

108-PB DEBERRY A #2 

108-PB DEBERRY A #8 

108-PB DEBERRY~-BOXETT UNIT 

108-PB DEBERRY-BOYETT UNIT 

108-PB DORSEY #2 

108-PB FIELDS ESTATE @1 

108-PB GRIFFIN #1 

108-PB HANNER X #1 

108-PB HERRINGTON $1 

108-PB HESS #1 

108-PB HOBBS #2 

108-PB HOWARD #1 

108-PB JOHNSTON @1 

108-PB LAYCOCK B #1 

108-PB MAGEE @1 

108-PB MARTIN #1 

108-PB MCDOWELL &5 

108-PB MCDOWELL #6 

108-PB MECKEL #18 

108-PB MECKEL #3 

108-PB MECKEL &7 

108-PB MEEK #1 

108-PB NICHOLSON B #1 

108-PB 3 

108-PB 


108-PB 
108-PB 
108-PB 
108-PB 
108-PB 

RECEIVED: 
103 


103 

RECEIVED: 
108 LEASE WELL 
LEASE WELL 
LEASE WELL 
LEASE WELL 
LEASE WELL 
LEASE WELL 


WHITE & BAKER 
WALKER 
WALKER 
WHITE 
WALKER 
WALKER 


OZONA (CANYON SAND) 
CLEVELAND W (WILCOX U 
PANHANDLE - GRAY COUN 


PANHANDLE WEST 
VIKING 
SONORA 
SONORA 

$2 SONORA 

#1 SONORA 
PANHANDLE WEST 
FIELDS ESTATE 
PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE EAST 
PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE EAST 
PANHANDLE WEST 
SONORA 
PANHANDLE EAST 
PANHANDLE EAST 
SONORA 
SONORA 
SONORA 
BUFFALO WALLOW 
PANHANDLE EAST 
PANHANDLE 
PANHANDLE 
PANHANDLE WEST 
SONORA 
SONORA 
SONORA 
PANHANDLE EAST 


PANHANDLE (RED CAVE) 
PANHANDLE (RED CAVE) 
PANHANDLE (RED CAVE) 
PANHANDLE (RED CAVE) 
PANHANDLE (RED CAVE) 


w 
- 


KouUcort cooocooocooeocooooooooooeeocoooeooooos © cc & eoooeoe 


VALERO TRANSMISSI 
TENNECO INC 
KERR - MCGEE CORP 


PASO NATURAL 
PASO NATURAL 
PASO NATURAL 
PASO NATURAL 
PASO NATURAL 
PASO NATURAL 
PASO NATURAL 
PASO NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 


INTERSTA 
INTERSTA 
INTERSTA 
INTERSTA 
INTERSTA 


F-70-06046 
F-7C-042712 
F-10-052824 
F-10-002538 
F-10-002421 
F-10-037519 
F-10-052822 
F-7C-049516 SIMMONS #1 
THOMSON C @4 
THOMSON 62 #1 
WISCHKAEMPER H #1 
05727783 JA: 
MASTERSON G- 51 (03839) 
MASTERSON G-52 (03839) 
MASTERSON G-53 (03839) 
MASTERSON G-54 (03839) 
MASTERSON H-22 (03839) 


MDODDBHADDHADAAHDODAVDWDOHADADVWAHAAGHHADOAD 


PASO 


COLORADO 
COLORADO 
COLORADO 
COLORADO 
COLORADO 


dd 


JD NO JA DKT API NO 
8339289 F-10-067124 4208730205 
~CARTER ENERGY CORP 
8339408 F-09-67835 4249732509 
“CARTER EXPLORATION CO 
8339202 F-02-062143 4223900000 
~CATLETT EG 
8339195 F-02-061600 4228531685 
~CHAMPLIN PETROLEUM COMPANY 
8339263 F-066357 4204100000 
8339381 F-04-67743 4221500000 
~CICO OIL & GAS CO 
8339327 F-02-67645 4212331279 
-COMANCHE INVESTMENTS 
8339254 F-7B-065932 4213334581 
~CONOCO INC 
8339247 F-10-065704 4206500000 
8339246 F-10-065703 4206500000 
8339197 F-10-061647 4206500000 
8339196 F-10-061645 4206500000 
8339399 F-08-67801 4231731249 
8339398 F-08-67800 4213531887 
8339382 F-08-67756 4210931675 
8339400 F-09-67802 4248535339 
~CROWN PRODUCTION CO 
8339173 F-01-05636 4216331834 
~CYCLONE EXPLORATION INC 
8339291 F-7C-067144 4243532887 
-D J PRODUCTION INC 
8339201 F-10-062087 4223300000 
8339200 F-10-062086 4223300000 
8339199 F-10-062085 4223300000 
~D Lt WHITAKER OIL CO 
8339221 F-7B-063712 4244733334 
~DALLAS ENERGY DEVELOPMENT CORP 
8339208 F-7B-062895 4213334167 
“DAVID A SCHLACHTER OIL & GAS 
8339340 F-06-67670 4249931110 
-DBH PETROLEUM INC 
8339343 F-08-67684 4237133892 
8339348 F-08-67689 4237133894 
8339344 F-08-67685 4237133893 
8339345 F-08-67686 4237133381 
8339346 F-08-67687 4237133510 
F-08-67688 4237133536 
~DELTA DRILLING CO 
8339215 F-06-063156 4242300000 
~DIAMOND SHAMROCK CORPORATION 
8339388 F-10-67766 4234100000 
~DIRECTION ENERGY CORP~ 
8339249 F-10-065838 4223331537 
we 8339250 F-10-065839 4223331536 
@ 8339251 F-10-065841 4223331538 
~DIXON WN D 
8339350 F-08-67693 4237100000 
8339354 F-08-67697 4237100000 
8339351 F-08-67694 4237100000 
8339349 F-08-67692 4237100000 
8339352 F-08-67695 4237100000 
8339353 F-08-67696 4237100000 
-DJS ENERGY CORP 
8339264 F-7C-066395 4210534321 
~DYCO PETROLEUM CORPORATION 
8339190 F-03-061328 4229100000 
~DYNE OIL & GAS INC 
8339296 F-10-067183 4217931305 
~EL_PASO NATURAL GAS COMPANY 
8339198 F-10-062007 4217900000 
8339136 F-10-022715 4221100000 
8339144 F-7C-038781 4243500000 
8339206 F-7C-062723 4243500000 
8339140 F-7C-033032 4243500000 
8339179 F-7C-059278 4243500000 
8339148 F-10-047501 4217900000 
8339134 F-7C-003107 4243500000 
8339156 F-10-052823 4217900000 
8339165 F-10-054499 4217900000 
8339164 F-10-054313 4217900000 
8339158 4217900000 
8339132 4208700000 
8339137 4217900000 
8339176 4217900000 
8339142 4248300000 
8339159 4217900000 
8339147 4243500000 
8339138 4208700000 
8339186 4208700000 
8339178 4243500000 
8339187 4243500000 
8339146 4243500000 
8339157 4221100000 
8339133 4248300000 
8339131 4217926236 
8339143 4217900000 
8339155 4217900000 
aw 8339151 4243500000 
8339135 F-7C-009196 4243500000 
8339139 F-7C-030872 4243500000 
8339150 F-10-049575 4208700000 
~ENERGETICS INC 
8339307 F-10-067277 4234130913 
8339306 F-10-067276 4234130911 
8339305 F-10-067275 4234130912 
we 8339304 F-10-067274 4234130910 
@ 8339303 F-10-067273 4234130907 


HOE 
NUISHMO ooooooooooooooooosooooooeoooeocoocoos © 
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JD NO Ja DKT API NO 
8339302 F-10-067272 4234130908 
8339301 F-10-067271 4234130906 

~ENSERCH EXPLQRATION INC 
8339392 F-04-67785 4247903054 

-EXCELSIOR OIL CORP 
8339266 F-06-066533 

~EXXON CORPORATION 
8339380 F-03-67740 
8339328 F-03-67652 
8339394 F-10-67794 
8339393 F-10-67793 
8339396 F-08-67797 
8339395 F-08-67796 
83393597 F-08-67798 
8339407 F-04-67832 
8339262 F-03-066269 
8339292 F-7C-067161 
8339341 F-04-67672 
8339283 F-8A-067069 
8339284 F-8A-067070 
8339285 F-8A-067071 

~EZEKIEL ENERGY INC 
8339355 F-10-67702 

-FAGADAU ENERGY CORP 
8339409 F-09-67839 4200936660 

~FALCON PETROLEUM COMPANY 
8339170 F-10-056013 4229531181 

~FRANKS PETROLEUM INC ETAL 
8339313 F-06-067433 4220331039 
~GETTY OIL COMPANY 

8339248 F-04-065760 4247900000 
8339366 F-7B-67718 $243331432 
8339365 F-78-67717 4243331563 
8339364 F-7B-67716 4243331577 
8339363 F-78-67715 4243331578 
8339342 F-8A-67683 4207931335 

-GIBSON DRILLING CO 
8339174 F-05-056798 

-GLENN PETROLEUM CORP 

F-04-066827 


4218300000 


4233930560 
4233930563 
4219530071 
4229500085 
4210302784 
4210302793 
4210302848 
4226130761 
4247300000 
4243131273 
4226130754 
$216532503 
42165324999 
4216532501 


4217931314 


4234932303 
4213136139 


F-09-063367 
__~ GRAHAM ENERGY LTD 
8339193 F-7C-061518 
-GULF OIL CORPORATION 
8339401 F-03-67803 
8339167 F-10-054816 
8339357 F-03-67704 
8339356 F-03-67703 
8339386 F-04-67765 
a 8339358 F-03-67705 
= 8339245 F-10-065570 
8339387 F-03-67765 
-GUS EDWARDS CO 
8339318 F-8A-67509 
~HENRY PETROLEUM CORP 
8339218 F-8A-063333 
8339217 F-8A-063529 
~HIGHLAND PRODUCTION CO 
8339385 F-08-67762 
~HNG OIL COMPANY 
8339230 F-7C-064685 
8339228 F-7C-064431 4243500000 
8339229 F-7C-064590 4243500000 
-HONDO DIL & GAS COMPANY 
8339338 F-08-67664 4210931640 
8339337 F-08-67663 4210931639 
~HUNT OIL COMPANY 
F-7C-063065 4246131936 
~INTERNORTH INC 
F-08-067168 
F-08-067167 
F-08-067166 
~ITEX ENERGY CORP 
8339379 F-06-67735 
8339378 F-06-67734 
8339377 F-06-67733 
8339376 F-06-67732 
8339375 F-06-67731 
-J A WILBURN 
8339324 F-7B-$7604 
~J R HAMILTON 
8339389 F-04-67767 
-JOHN L COX 
8339184 F-7C-06027 
-K-B EXPLORATION CO 
8339183 F-02-060248 
~KILLAM & HURD LTD 
8339368 F-04-67720 
8339367 F-04-67719 
~KILROY CO OF TEXAS 
8339188 F-03-060866 
8339189 F-03-060907 
~KLH OIL & GAS INC 
8339267 F-78-066535 
“"-KNOX GAS & OIL INC 
8339265 F-7B-066509 4236732409 
~LAMBERT HOLLUB DRILLING CO 
8339370 F-03-67726 4205132407 
“LEWIS & ATKINS OIL & GAS INC 
8339239 F-7B-065229 4236333069 
“LIVELY ENERGY 2 DEVELOPMENT CORP 
a 8339161 F-81-053262 4243500000 
=~-MARIANAS OPERATING CO INC 


4249731194 
4208131035 


4204130382 
4221100000 
4204130508 
4204130536 
4250531542 
4204130539 
4221130916 
4204130535 


4210130342 


4211500000 
4211500000 


4210300000 
4263500000 


4243181256 
4243131258 
4243131257 
4240131494 
4240131519 
4240131557 
4236531504 
4246131469 
4215131562 
4213100000 
4246131945 
4228531631 


4250530914 
4250530871 


4270330271 
4270330271 


4204933375 


D SEct1) SEC(2) WELL NAME 


103 
RECEIVED: 

108 
RECEIVED: 


0 
RECEIVED: 
10 


103 
es 
"RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
02-4 


RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
03 
103 
103 
103 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 


RECEIVED: 

102-4 
RECEIVED: 
02-% 


2- 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 


107-TF 


108-PB 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 


103 

RECEIVED: 
108 

RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
103 

RECEIVED: 
103 


103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 


0 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
102-4 103 
102-4 103 
102-4 103 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 


02-4 
RECEIVED: 
03 
RECEIVED: 


RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 

RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 

RECEIVED: 
102-4 

RECEIVED: 
102-4 


RECEIVED: 
02-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 


107-TF PFLUGER "1046" 
107-TF REED "100" &6 
107-TF SHANNON "52" @5 


MASTERSON H-23 (03839) 

MASTERSON H-24 (03839) 
05727783 JA: TX 

T MIDDLETON ne 
05727783 JA x 

SCOTT BRYANT 
05727783 JA: IX 

CONROE FIELD UNIT #1938 

CONROE FIELD UNIT #2070 

HANSFORD GAS UNIT #9 #1 

HENRY FRASS JR "C™ #1 

J B TUBB A/C 1 #43 

J B TUBB A/C 1 849 

J B TUBB AZC 1 #85 

K R SAN JOSE DE LA PARRA 45 104186 

KATY GAS FIELD CONS UNIT #4404-H 

LOU E JOHNSON ESTATE AZC 1 #42 

MRS S K EAST 144-F (CID €104209) 

ROBERTSON CLEARFORK UNIT #2003 

ROBERTSON CLEARFORK UNIT #4101 

ROBERTSON CLEARFORK UNIT #5401 
05727783 JA: TX 

JANIS #1-3 CID #05336) 
05727783 JA: TX 

MIKE WOLF #1 RRC 
05727783 JA: IX 

POPPE-KOCH #1 
05727783 JA: TX 

WE MEAD HEIRS B 
05727783 JA: TX 


HEIRS #1 


#23038 


#1 


107-TF DIX RANCH #1768 


FLOWERS CANYON SAND UNIT #221 
FLOWERS CANYON SAND UNIT #224 
FLOWERS CANYON SAND UNIT €22 
FLOWERS CANYON SAND UNIT #226 
XIT UNIT #183 
05727783 JA: TX 
WE JOHNSON #1 PERMIT ® 146133 
05727783 JA: TX 
ESTELLA GARCIA #1 
05727783 JA: TX 
GARVIN UNITED METHODIST CHURCH #1 
05727783 JA: TX 
WALKER @2 
05727783 JA: TX 
GUEST UNIT II #1 
JENKIE CAMPBEL #1-1 
LOUIS KINDT UNIT I @1 
OPERSTENY UNIT #1 
R VIDAURRI #11 
SHEALY UNIT III #1 
W CAMPBELL #3-56 
WF ODOM UNIT IV 
05727783 JA: TX 
R BETTER #4 
05727783 JA: 
COPE 82-1 
YATES 82-A #1 
05727783 JA: 
PIMMIE TUCKER 
05727783 JA: 


#1 
™ 


T™ 
#1 
™ 
6 


05727783 JA: TX 
HAWKINS GRUBB #4 
HAWKINS GRUBB #5 

05727783 JA: TX 
BARNETT-AMACKER 75 @1 

05727783 JA: TX 
CHAPPELL 
CHAPPELL 
CHAPPELL 

05727783 


"62" #1 
"62" #2 
"62" #3 
JA: TX 
BIRDWELL #1 RRC LEASE #10914 
DURAN #1 RRC LEASE #10827 
DURAN "A" RRC LEASE #10896 
GRAHAM #1 - RRC LEASE #10813 
PRICER A-1 RRC LEASE #10913 
05727783 JA: TX 
LEON GOSWICK & CO #1 
05727783 JA: TX 
CUELLAR #6 
05727783 ™ 
ANERADA NEAL B #1 
05727783 JA: TX 
4 E DEBORD #1 
05727783 JA: TX 
BRUNI MINERAL TRUST #1-15 
BRUNI MINERAL TRUST FEE WELL #1-13 
05727783 JA: TX 
STATE TRACT 485-L @5-L 
STATE TRACT 485- L #5-U 
05727783 JA: TX 
TABER RANCH man #106 
05727783 JA: TX 
MILLER @2-A 
05727783 JA: 
PERRY #2 
05727783 JA: 
MASSEY #1 
05727783 JA: 
EPPS #4 
05727783 JA: 


JA: 


™ 
TX 
™ 
™ 


FIELD NAME 


PANHANDLE CRED CAVE) 
PANHANDLE CRED CAVE) 


LAS TIENDAS 
DANVILLE EAST CPETIIT 


CONROE 

CONROE 

HANSFGORD CMORROW UPPE 
FRASS CTONKAWA) 

SAND HILLS (CNCKNIGHT) 
SAND HILLS (MCKNIGHT) 
SAND HILLS (JUDKINS) 
CALANDRIA (E-62) 

KATY (I-A) 

JANESON CSTRAUWND 
TAJOS (J-14) 
ROBERTSON WN (CLEAR FO 
RORERTSON N (CLEAR FO 
ROBERTSON WN CCLEAR FO 


PANHANDLE GRAY 

BEREND-WOLF (MIDDLE C 
MAMMOTH CREEK NW CTON 
HARLETON NORTH EAST ¢ 


DIX RANCH CLOVIER WILC 
FLOWERS CCANYON SAND) 
FLOWERS (CANYON SAND) 
FLONERS (CANYON SAND) 
FLOWERS CCANYON SAND) 
LEVELLAND SAN ANDRES 


OWELL 

SAN DIEGO SW (CYEGUA) 
GARVIN (STRAWN) 
SILVER (CANYON) 


KURTEN (GEORGETOWN) 
GRANITE WASH 

KURTEN (WOODBINE) 
KURTEN (IIOODBINE) 
DYE (WILCOX 8200) 
KURTEN (KOODBINE)D 
RED DEER CREEK 


KURTEN CAUSTIN CHALK) 
THOMAS CATOKA CGL) 


TEX-HAMON (DEAN) 
TEX-HANON CDEAN)D 


MCKEE (CLEARFORK LOWE 


SAWYER (CANYON) 
SANYER (CANYON) 
SAWYER (CANYON) 


FORD WEST (4100) 
FORD WEST (4100) 


AMACKER-TIPPETT SW (CW 


CREEK N 
CREEK N 
CREEK N 


CPETTET) 
CPETTET) 
(PETTET) 
CPETTET) 
CPETTET) 


SHAR-LYN (CSTRAWN) 


ROSE 
ROSE 
ROSE 


ITEX 
ITEX 


JR (4070) 
BENEDUM (FUSSELMAN) 
NORTHEAST HOPE 


DAVIS $ (5500) 
DAVIS S$ (5500) 


MATAGORDA ISLAND BLOC 
MATAGORDA ISLAND BLOC 


DILLARD (MARBLE FALLS 
DENNIS WEST (STRAWN) 

HOOKER CREEK (NAVARRO 
MINERAL WELLS $ (4270 
HOLMAN RANCH N CPENN) 


150. 


18. 
36. 


PURCHASER 


COLORADO INTERSTA 
COLORADO INTERSTA 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
WESTERN GAS CORP 


MORAN UTILITIES C 
MORAN UTILITIES C 
NORTHERN NATURAL 

TRANSWESTERN PIPE 
EL PASO NATURAL G 
EL PASO NATURAL G 
EL PASO NATURAL G 
ARMCO STEEL CORP 

UNITED TEXAS TRAN 


ARMCO STEEL CORP 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


GETTY OIL CO 
BLUEGROVE GASOLIN 
DIAMOND SHAMROCK 
TEJAS GAS CORP 
CITIES 
CITIES 
CITIES 


CITIES 
CITIES 


SERVICE 
SERVICE 
SERVICE 
SERVICE 
SERVICE 


TEXAS UTILITIES F 
UNITED GAS PIPELI 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
SUN OIL CO 


PRODUCERS GAS CO 
TRANSWESTERN PIPE 
PRODUCERS GAS CO 
PRODUCERS GAS CO 
TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
PRODUCERS GAS CO 
TRANSWESTERN PIPE 


PRODUCERS GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 


GETTY OIL CO 
GETTY OIt CO 
NORTHERN GAS PROD 
co 
co 
co 


INTRATEX GAS 
INTRATEX GAS 
INTRATEX GAS 


CONOCO INC 
CONOCcO INC 


SUN EXPLORATION & 
SUN EXPLORATION & 
SUN EXPLORATION & 
EASTEX GAS TRANSM 
EASTEX GAS TRANSM 
EASTEX TRANSM 
EASTEX TRANSM 
EASTEX TRANSM 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
VALERO TRANSMISSI 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
VALERO TRANSMISSI 


TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
TENNESSEE GAS PIP 


VALLEY PIPELINES 
VALLEY PIPELINES 


EL PASO HYDROCARB 
TEXAS UTILITIES F 
FERGUSON CROSSING 
LIQUID ENERGY COR 
INTRATEX GAS CO 
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JD NO JA DKT 
8339274 F-7B-066898 
8339275 F-7B-066931 

-MAY PETROLEUM INC 
8339329 F-04-67653 

-MCCLYMOND BROTHERS 
8339323 F-7B-67569 

-MCZ INC 
8339371 F-03-67727 

~MEWBOURNE OIL COMPANY 
833916 F-10-053172 
8339280 F-10-067040 
8339194 F-10-061529 4229531192 
8339281 F-10-067041 4229531191 

~MITCHELL ENERGY CORPORATION 
8339257 F-7C-066041 4243532921 
8339276 F-09-06695% 4249732120 
8339373 F-09-67729 4249700000 
8339411 F-02-67849 4217500000 
8339374 F-09-67730 4249700000 
8339261 F-09-066240 4249732473 
8339372 F-09-67728 4249700000 
~MOBIL PRDG TEXAS & NEW MEXICO INC 
8339316 F-08-067475 4246131974 
~MONTERREY PETROLEUM CORP 

8339192 F-04-061483 4247932934 
8339191 F-04-061357 4247933300 

“MORROW RESOURCES INC 
8339287 F-7C-067106 
8339227 F-7C-064426 
8339286 F-7C-067105 
~MOTE RESOURCES INC 
8339253 F-09-065922 

“NATIONAL OIL COMPANY 
8339182 F-04-060071 4221531265 
“NORTH STAR PETROLEUM CORPORATION 
8339238 F-10-065224 4223300000 
-NUGGET OIL CORP 
8339282 F-02-067060 4217531701. 

4205931966 


API NO 


4208333398 
4208333335 


4204731220 
4241734881 
4204100000 


4229531156 
4229531173 


4245131156 
4245100000 
4245131154 


4249732480 


-0GO PRODUCTION 
8339258 F-7B-066143 
-PAUL E CAMERON JR INC 
8339237 F-02-065218 

w 8339242 F-02-065312 
~PEARSON-SIBERT OIL CO 
8339384 F-7C-67761 
~PENNZOIL COMPANY 
8339273 F-08-066860 4237133780 
-PETRO VEST INC 
8339216 F-02-063325 4223931821 
~PETROLEUM EQUITIES CORP 

a 8339383  F-7C-67757 4210500000 

=~PETRUS OPERATING CO INC 


8339412 F-05-67850 4234933075 
“PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY 
8339163 F-09-054015 4249700000 
~PIONEER PRODUCTION CORPORATION 
8339153 F-10-052244 4229500000 
8339145 F-10-041791 4229500000 


4202500000 
4202500000 
OF TEXAS 

4208131158 


4236732314 


4214931428 
4214900000 
4238332477 
4238332470 
4238332467 
4238332368 
4238332369 
4238332474 
4238332466 
4238332465 


~PRAIRIE PRODUCING CO 

4234700000 
8339325 F-06-67632 4234730759 
8339270 F-05-066711 
8339298 F-01-067255 4217731063 
8339300 F-04-067257 4217731116 
~PYRON EXPLORATION & DRILLING CORP 
8339322 F-09-67568 4250338970 
8339321 F-02-67566 
“RANKIN OTL CO 

4200332026 
8339369 F-08-67723 4200332648 
“REAGAN WASKOM JR 
“REYNOLDS DRLG CO & ENE EXPL CO 
8339279 F-06-067022 4240131375 
8339232 F-7B-064959 
8339233 F-7B-065007 4213334520 
8339177 F-10-058494 42179351161 
~RIO-TEX INC 
~ROBERT P LAMMERTS 
8339185 F-03-060329 4214900000 
8339310 F-09-067300 4233731991 
-S K TUTHILL & B J BARBEE 
8339317 F-7C-067481 4223532043 
8339244 F-7B-065459 
“SAGE ENERGY CO 
8339255 F-03-065958 
8339423 F-7C-67892 
8339421 F-7C-67890 
8339420 F-7C-67889 
8339418 F-7C-67887 
8339417 F-7C-67886 


8339256 F-06-065987 
4237900000 
-PYRO ENERGY CORP 
8339299 F-01-067256 4217731134 
-R H ENGELKE 
4223931692 
8339403 F-08-67810 
8339410 F-08-67847 4243131260 
-RIDGE OIL CO 
4242933552 
-RIO PETROLEUM INC 
8339260 F-01-066215 4249331176 
-ROBERT RANSONE INC 
8339309 F-09-067299 4233731951 
-SAG ENERGY INC 
8339219 F-03-063363 
8339422 F-7C-67891 
8339419 F-7C-67888 
“= 8339416 F-7C-67885 


102- 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
103 


103 
102-4 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
103 
1038 
108 
108 
103 
108 
RECEIVED: 
1 


102-4 


03 

RECEIVED: 
102-2 
107-TF 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 103 
102-2 103 
102-2 103 
RECEIVED: 


103 
RECEIVED: 

102-4 
RECEIVED: 


103 
RECEIVED: 
es 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 


03 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
08 


RECEIVED: 


102-4 
RECEIVED: 
108-PB 
RECEIVED: 
108-PB 
108-PB 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 


103 
RECEIVED: 
03 
RECEIVED: 


103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 


103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
103 


103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
a 
-4 
RECEIVED: 
+2 


-Z 


ee tt tt tt et 
oocooococooocoe 


107-TF APACHE 


107-TF ARNOLD-RUST UNIT 


D SEC(1) SEC(2) WELL NAME 


HUDSON "C* @1 

SNEED #1 
05727783 JA 

VILLARREAL a (106278) 
05727783 JA 

ELLIS- FARMER “pe 104126 
05727783 JA: TX 

CHATHAM UNIT @#1-L 
05727783 JA: TX 

AKERS #2 RRC ID N/A 

SCHULTZ "716" @3 RRC ID #05323 

SCHULTZ "716" #4 RRC ID # N/A 

SCHULTZ "716" #5 RRC ID #05323 
05727783 JA: 


TX 
107-TF ARCO-PHILLIPS 23 #3 
cw #1 


SLAY 

CARL BARKSDALE #2 21912 

CLEM KACZMAREK #1 06212 

FLORENCE CURRIE #2 #096634 

J D KARHES #7-U 

Vv D ROSS #1 ae 
05727783 JA: 

HARDWICKE- UNIVERSITY SEC 48 #14 
05727783 JA: TX 
#3 

APACHE #5 
05727783 JA: 

BROWN #10 

MATHEWS "C™ #1 

MATHENS "C" #2 
05727783 JA: 

HOPKINS #1 
05727783 JA: TX 

GREGORY UNIT . “ 
05727783 JA: 

SKELLY- MERCHANT #7 (00989) 
05727783 ™ 

PEREIRA #2 (ip, a NOT ASSIGNED) 
05727783 JA 

MCCLURE AAA n! (16624) 
05727783 JA? 

BALL #1 

BALL #2 
05727783 JA: 

PRICE "C™ #1 
05727783 JA? 

NUTT 1-16 
05727783 JA: 

PETRO VEST - HESS 
05727783 JA: IX 

HENDERSON “C” #1 

05727783 © JA? TX 


CARPENTER #6 
05727783 JA: TX 
BLANTON A #1 
05727783 JA: 

MUGG ESTATE #1 
REDELSPERGER #1 
05727783 JA: TX 
A M FOSHEE #2-T 
FOSHEE #1-A 

HUDDLESTON #1 
05727783 JA: 
Ll F BURCHARD 
L F BURCHARD @5 07520 
L F BURCHARD #6 (07520) 
05727783 JA: TX 
DEATS #3 
05727783 JA: 
SCHUECH IRMA @1 
05727783 JA: ™ 
BASSEL 3 
PEBSKORTH B 2 
05727783 JA: TX 
MCENTIRE #1 RRC LSE 827961 
JA: TX 


05727783 
2 WELL #2 


™ 


™ 


™ 
™ 


#3 


™ 


T™ 
#2 07520 


05727783 
BRITTAIN 
CONWAY #1 

05727783 JA: 

MANDY #1 

05727783 JA: 
CUNMINGS #1 

05727783 JA 
HOUGHTON #2 

05727783 JA: 

EVANS #1 
MEADOR #1 

05727783 JA: TX 
WINTERBOTHAM "C" 

05727783 JA: TX 
BYRD #1 

05727783 JA: TX 
FLOWERS #1 RRC #16393 
PLUM "M" UNIT #1 
UNIVERSITY 12-G #2 RRC 
UNIVERSITY 18-G #4 RRC #09558 
UNIVERSITY 19-G #3 RRC #09434 
UNIVERSITY 19-GA #2 RRC #09827 
UNIVERSITY 19-GA #3 RRC #09827 
UNIVERSITY 22-A #2 RRC #08535 
UNIVERSITY 23-B #2 RRC #07705 
UNIVERSITY 23-B #3 RRC 807705 


JA: TX 
a1 


#08880 


FIELD NAME 


WILDCAT 
WILDCAT 


PARRITA (7300) 

DOSS DUFFER 
BRYAN N (GEORGETOWN) 
MAMMOTH CREEK NORTH ¢ 
SKUNK CREEK (CLEVELAN 


WILDCAT (TONKAWA) 
SKUNK CREEK (CLEVELAN 


FRANK 


ALDWELL RANCH (CANYON 
NEWARK EAST (BARNETT 
BARROW (STRAWN) 
BRANDT (CYEQUA 4700) 
BOONSVILLE (BEND CONG 
BOONSVILLE (BEND CONG 
BOONSVILLE (BEND CONG 
MCELROY 


GOLD RIVER NORTH (COLM 
GOLD RIVER NORTH (OLM 


K WB CSTRAWN)D 

KWB (CSTRAWN) 

K WB CSTRAWND 

SUNSET (CONGLOMERATE) 
SHEPARD TRIO 7400 
PANHANDLE 

DIAL FIELD CHOCKLEY 3 
NICHOLAS (DUFFER) 


BERCLAIR S$ (2700) 
BERCLAIR S W (2350) 


FRANK PEARSON (STRAWN 
NUZ (WOLFCAMP) 

MAYO 5655° 

OZONA (CANYON SAND) 


INGRAM TRINITY CRODES 
MORRIS 


MAMMOTH CREEK 
MAMMOTH CREEK 


NACONICHE CREEK (RODE 
NACONICHE CREEK (TRAV 
S E GINGER (SMACKOVER 


CHRISTIAN (6800) 
CHRISTIAN (6800) 
CHRISTIAN (6800) 


DAKIN (BUTTRAM LO) 


FUHRMAN-MASCHO (SAN A 
NIX SOUTH (CLEARFORK) 


MCENTIRE (FUSSELMAN) 
NORTH TATUM (COTTON V 


RANGER (BLACK LIME WE 
RANGER (BLACK LIME WE 


PANHANDLE EAST 
(CINDY ANN CAUSTIN CHA 
GIDDINGS (AUSTIN CHAL 


BOEDEKER S E (VIOLA L 
BOEDEKER S E (VIOLA L 


BUTTES NORTH 
MOBY DICK (CONGL) 


GIDDINGS (AUSTIN CHAL 
GIDDINGS (AUSTIN CHAL 
FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 


uw 
eo 
ecooo 


Nn 
n 


> 
— 


~ 
w 
7 

eooco ooo coco coc @ 


~ NN 
~ 


~ 


N 
oO 


—~ 
se ov oso 


on w 


NKR OCOKKOCON 


oc eoo ofoO ww enooce 


NOMUSRKeUON 


PURCHASER 


UNION TEXAS PETRO 
EL PASO HYDROCARB 


DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
FERGUSON CROSSING 
TRANSWESTERN PIPE 
TRANSWESTERN PIPE 
TRANSWESTERN PIPE 
TRANSWESTERN PIPE 
VALERO TRANSMISSI 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
UPHAM OIL & GAS C 
TEXAS EASTERN TRA 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


SEAGULL PIPELINE 
SEAGULL PIPELINE 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
VALERO INTERSTATE 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
UNITED GAS PIPE L 
EL PASO HYDROCARB 


HOUSTON PIPELINE 
HOUSTON PIPELINE 


SUN EXPLORATION & 
UNITED TEXAS TRAN 
TEXAS EASTERN TRA 
NORTHERN NATURAL 


DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
C R UPHAM OIL & G 


NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 


UNITED GAS PIPE L 
UNITED GAS PIPE L 


VALERO TRANSMISSI 
VALERO TRANSMISSI 
VALERO TRANSMISSI 


MID-STATE GAS COR 
FLORIDA GAS TRANS 


PHILLIPS PETROLEV 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


ESPERANZA PIPELIN 
UNITED GAS PIPE L 


COMPRESSOR RENTAL 
COMPRESSOR RENTAL 


CITIES SERVICE CO 
Jt DAVIS 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 


FARMLAND INDUSTRI 
SOUTHWESTERN GAS 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
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JD NO 


8339415 F-?C-67884 
8339414 F-7C-67883 
8339424 F-7C-67893 
~SEELY OIL CO 

8339241 F-7B-065300 
~SHARON LEASE OIL CO 
8339413 F-10-67879 
-SHELLMAN DRILLING CO 
8339236 F-03-065213 
~SIX-N-CO 

8339212 F-7B-063043 
~SMITH PETROLEUM CO 
8339207 F-03-062840 
8339235 F-03-065185 
~SOHIO PETROLEUM CO 
8339361 F-7C-67712 
8339339 F-7C-67669 
8339362 F-7C-67715 


JA DKT 


API NO 


onwwosae 


4238332464 
4210534336 
4238332478 
4242933554 
4217931342 
4214900000 
4236732337 


$218530322 
4218530326 


4238332458 
4217331333 
4217331381 


~STAFFORD CLAYTON & HAWLEY 


6339297 F-10-067185 
-STAHL PETROLEUM CO 
8339311 F-10-067315 


~TAMARACK PETROLEUM CO 


8339360 F-7C-67710 

8339359 F-08-67709 

-TEXACO INC 

8339141 F-06-035378 
8339171 F-04-056111 


4217931270 


4217931208 
INC 

4246131772 
4231732589 


4236530297 
4226130487 


-TEXAS INTERNATIONAL PET CORP 


8339172 F-03-056114 
8339162 F-03-053874 
2339154 F-06-052335 
~TEXOMA PRODUCTION CO 
2339231 F-03-064869 
~THOMAS C CANAN 

8339277 F-7B-066964 
8339308 F-7B-067285 
-THOMPSON J CLEO 
8339259 F-7C-066209 


-TRI-MOR PRODUCTION CO 


8339319 F-7B-67526 
-TRIAX OIL & GAS INC 
8339169 F-7B-055741 
“"-TRIPLE J INVESTMENTS 
8339390 F-06-67774 
-TSCHOEPE ARTHUR J 
8339268 F-02-066645 
-TXO PRODUCTION CORP 
8339203 F-03-062558 
8339205 F-02-062671 
8339175 F-062-058089 


4214900000 
4205100000 
4240100000 


4216700000 


4213300000 
4242933436 


& JAMES CLEO JR 


4210533950 
4242933276 
4208332689 
INC 
4240100000 
$246931884 
4219931799 


4229700000 
4223931326 


“=-UNION DOMINION OIL CORP 


8339166 F-03-054554 
~UNION EXPLORATION 
8339243 F-7B-065385 


“UNION TEXAS PETROLEUM 


8339180 F-7C-059308 
8339181 F-7C-059309 
-W C S PETROLEUM INC 
833922 F-03-064170 
~WARREN PETR CO A DIV 
8339402 F-08-67806 
-WCS PETROLEUM CO 
8339234 F-03-065159 


4214931180 
4205934031 


4223500000 
4223500000 


22873132 


OF GULF OIL 


4210333099 
4214931478 


~WESTERN CHIEF OIL & GAS CO 


8339204 F-09-062577 


4223734820 


-WINN EXPLORATION/DULCE CO 


8339226 
339225 


F-01-064306 
F-01-064305 
8339224 F-01-064304 
8339223 F-01-064303 
~WY-VEL CORP 

8339391 F-10-67784 

~ZONERGY INC 

8339240 F-03-065252 


4250731794 
4250731794 
4250731812 
4250731812 


4223331504 


4205100000 


RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 

103 

103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 

103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
102-2 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 

CO RECEIVED: 

103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
102-2 


UNIVERSITY 23-B #4 RRC #07705 

UNIVERSITY 23-C #3 RRC #09620 
» UNIVERSITY 9-G #2 RRC #07755 
05727783 JA> TX 

BLACK "27" 84 
05727783 JA: TX 

SHARON 84 CID #04695) 
05727783 JA: TX 

€ A ARNIM #9 
05727783 JA: TX 

L B HERRING @#1-A 
05727783 JA: T™ 

SELECTED LANDS 18 UNIT @4 

SELECTED LANDS 18 UNIT 5 #1 
05727783 JA: TX 

E G CAUBLE "A* #7 

M V BRYANS “B® #7 

xX B COX "C™ 65 
05727783 JA: TX 

TAYLOR RANCH CHJC) 82 
05727783 JA: T™ 

REEVES HEIRS #1 
05727783 JA: TX 

EXXON COWDEN "D" #2 CRRC #09033) 

KENNEDY (RRC €27945) 
05727783 JA: TX 

T C ADAMS NCT-1 WELL #41 

YTURRIA L&C CO NCT-1 #41 
05727783 JA:> ™ 

H T CALLEY #1 

LODEN #2 


107-TF WILLIAMSON #2 


05727783 JA: TX 
STATE TRACT 220-L #1 

05727783 JA: TX 
CITY OF CISCO #1 
MUNNERLYN #2 

05727783 JA: TX 


107-TF UNIVERSITY 31-29E #2 


JA: TX 
DOSHIER "A" #1 (19500) 

05727783 JA: TX 
HUNTER-FEE #1 

05727783 JA: TX 
BLACKWELL #2 

05/27/83 JA: ™ 
HASCHKE #1 

05727783 
DEUSSEN #1 
MCCLELLAND 19 
STAFFORD A-1 

05/27/83 JA: TX 


PAUL J BATTAGLIA 
05727783 JA: TX 
PRINDLE “BY #5 
05727783 JA: 
SHEEN "3061" @1 
SUGG "4" #1 
05727783 JA: IX 
LEGLA @1 
05727783 JA: ™ 
™ B MCKNIGHT #140 
05727783 JA: IX 
TANNER UNIT #2 
05727783 JA: ™ 
C R SNAN 1-A 
05727783 JA: TX 
PRYOR RANCH #115-C 
PRYOR RANCH #115-T 
PRYOR RANCH #121-C 
PRYOR RANCH #121-T 
05727783 JA: TX 
SOUTHLAND (04341) #14 
05727783 JA: TX 
JR UNIT #1 


05727783 


JA: TX 


DE HE HE 9 9 FE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE BE DE DE BEDE BE BE DE DE BE Hk 16 BE SE HE DE SESE FE FEE 9 DED DEDEDE JE DE DE BE BE DE DE DE FE BE OE OE OE DE OE BE I 3 BE OE IK DE DE DEBE OE BE IS OE DE EE DE ME 


** DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE, 


DENVER ,CO 


0 EWE SESE IE Fe DEE DE DE DE REDE DE DE DE DE BE DE BE BE FE DE De BE ik HE J FE DE JE FE DE SE DE DE FE FE BE BE DE DEE DE BE JE BEE HE DE SE SE OE I EO IC EE BE OE DEE AE EEE EE EE 


~LOMAX EXPLORATION COMPANY 


8339425 UD 0024-83 


4301330608 


[FR Doc. 83-17027 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 6717-01-C 


RECEIVED: 


102-2 


05731783 
FEDERAL 


JA: UT 1 
#3-35 


FIELD NAME 

FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
LAURA C (MISS) 
PANHANDLE GRAY 

S W MULDOON (COCKRILL 
DENNIS SW (4370) 


TOLA SOUTH (SUBCLARKS 
LOLA SMITH (SUBCLARKS 


CALVIN (DEAN) 
CALVIN CDEAN) 
CALVIN (DEAN) 
WEST PANHANDLE 
WEST PANHANDLE 


SPRABERRY (TREND AREA 
SPRABERRY (TREND AREA 


BETHANY E (COTTON VAL 
CABAZOS (A-6) 


GIDDINGS CAUSTIN CHAL 
GIDDINGS (BUDA) 
DIRGIN (COTTON VALLEY 
WILDCAT 


HANVEY CCONGL) 
MUNNERLYN 


OZONA CCANYON SAND) 

BRECKENRIDGE SE (DUFF 
CAMP COLORADO N CDUFF 
NASEEP THOMAS (PETTIT 
WILDCAT CRICHARD ADCO 
ARRIOLA CVICKSBURG 70 


OAKVILLE CWILCOX 9700 
MORALES (€3670") 


GIDDINGS EDWARDS (GAS 
WILDCAT 


BURNT ROCK (CANYON) 
BURNT ROCK (CANYON "B 


GIDDINGS (AUSTIN CHAL 
SAND HILLS (MCKNIGHT) 
GIDDINGS {AUSTIN CHAL 
TJN STRAWN 
WINN-DULCE 
WINN-DULCE 


WINN-DULCE 
WINN-DULCE 


(DEL MONTE 


PANHANDLE 


BIG -A- TAYLOR 


MONUMENT BUTTE 


PROD 


1.6 
1.6 
1.4 
27.4 
100.0 


PURCHASER 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 
GREAT WESTERN GAS 
CABOT PIPELINE CO 
CLAJON GAS CO 
INTRASTATE GATHER 


MARCON ENERGY INC 
WELLHEAD VENTURES 


EL PASO NATURAL G 
EL PASO NATURAL G 
EL PASO NATURAL G 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


EL PASO NATURAL G 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


UNITED GAS PIPE L 
TENNESSEE GAS PIP 


CLAJON GAS CO * 


CLAJON GAS CO 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 


EL PASO HYDROCARB 
WARREN PETROLEUM 


PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
WARREN PETROLEUM 
SOUTHWESTERN GAS 
PARADE CO 


DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
TENNESSEE GAS PIP 


CLAJON GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS COM 


FARMLAND INDUSTRI 
FARMLAND INDUSTRI 


CLAJON GAS CO 

EL PASO NATURAL G 
CLAJCN GAS CO 
SOUTHWESTERN GAS 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
NATURAL 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


CLAJON GAS CO 


NORTHERN 
NORTHERN 
NORTHERN 
NORTHERN 


MOUNTAIN FUEL SUP 
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Section 102-1: New OCS lease 
102-2: New well (2.5 Mile rule} 
102-3: New well (1000 Ft rule) 
102—4: New onshore reservoir 
102-5: New reservoir on old OCS lease 


Section 107—DP: 15,000 feet or deeper 
107-GB: Geopressured brine 
107-CS: Coal Seams 
107-DV: Devonian Shale 
107—PE: Production enhancement 
107-TF: New tight formation 
107-RT: Recompletion tight formation 
Section 108: Stripper well 
108-SA: Seasonally affected 


108-ER: Enhanced recovery 
108-PB: Pressure buildup 


Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


under 18 CFR 275.206, at the 
Commission's Division of Publie 
Information, Room 1000, 825 North 
Capitol St., Washington, D.C. Persons 
objecting to any of these determinations 
may, in accordance with 18 CFR 275.203 
and 275.204, file a protest with the 
Commission within fifteen days after 
publication of notice in the Federal 
Register. 

Source data from the Form 121 for this 
and all previous notices is available on 
magnetic tape from the National 
Technical Information Service (NTIS). 
For information, contract Stuart 
Weisman (NTIS) at (703} 487-4808, 5285 
Port Royal Rd, Springfield, Va 22161. 

Categories within each NGPA section 
are indicated by the following cades: 


[Volume 919] 


Determinations by Jurisdictional 
Agencies Under the Natural Gas Policy 
Act of 1978 


Issued: June 20, 1983. 

The following notices of 
determination were received from the 
indicated jurisdictional agencies by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
pursuant to the Natural Gas Policy Act 
of 1978 and 18 CFR 274.104. Negative 
determinations are indicated by a “‘D” 
before the section code. Estimated 
annual production (PROD) is in million 
cubic feet (MMCF). 

The applications for determination are 
available for inspection except to the 
extent such material is confidential 


NOTICE OF DETERMINATIONS 


ISSUED JUNE 20, 1983 
JD NO JA DKT API NO D SECC1L) SECC2) WELL NAME 


3100089909088000809898088000000000000000000000008000000000000000N NII RRR NRA 
TEXAS RAILROAD COMMISSION 

30880080800 BRO IRO OP IDIOT) DIDI DDI DIL AAAI 

~ADOBE OIL & GAS CORPORATION RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 

8339534 F-09- _ 4209732161 102-4 103 BURRELL #2 

~AEGEAN OTL CORP RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 

8339524 F-01-066875 4217731395 re2-2 103 LARRY J MERCER UNIT 612 

~AM QUEST CORP RECEEVED: 06703783 JA: TX 

8339570 F-05-67681 4216130716 103 107-TF B P YORK #2 


VOLUME 919 


FIELD NAME PROD PURCHASER 


DELAWARE BEND NORTH (¢ 
PEACH CREEK (BUDA) 
MIM'S CREEK (BOSSTER) 


110.9 
219.8 
730.¢ 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
SUNBURST ENERGIES 
SEAGULL PIPELINE 


8339473 F-02-64625 


4223931476 


102-4 103 


~AMERICAN PETROFINA COMPANY OF TEXAS RECEIVED: 
3 


8339467 F-02-63714 

-AMOCO PRODUCTION CO 

8339543 F-7C-67329 

8339666 F-08-068075 
8339535 F-08-067177 
8339633 F-10-068017 
~ANDCO OIL 

8339619 F-10-067974 


4217531675 


4213730838 
4249531561 
4200333418 
4242100000 


4217931282 


“ARCO OIL AND GAS COMPANY 


833944) F-03-56986 
-B & W EXPLORATION 
8339466 F-7B-063667 
~B J GLERHART INC 
8339452 F-03-62148 
~BARBEE INC 

8339581 F-78-67814 
8339583 F-7B-067816 
8339580 F-7B-67812 
8339582 F-78-67815 


~BOGE CO 
F-78-65303 


8339481 
8339508 F-7B-066326 
Ort co 


~BRIDWELE 
8339429 F-04-024502 


-BUCK WHEAT RESOURCES IN 


8339584 F-7B-067854 
~BURRELE & ICE 
8339548 F-08-67343 


-BYS INC 
8339544 F-04-67332 


-CARTER EXPLORATION CO 


“ 8339526 F-04-066933 


42311315353 
4209300000 
42051900000 
4225332201 
4225331714 
4225332264 
4225300000 


4208332462 
4208300000 


Sere te 
4236300000 
4238900000 
4213131968 
4235532093 


~CHAMPLIN PETROLEUM COMPANY 


8339435 F-06-49065 
~CHARLES M CHILDERS 
8339572 F-7C-67701 
“CHARLES PITTS CO 
8339528 F-7B-066961 


BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


4236500009 
4239932088 
4204933387 


10 
RECEIVED: 
103 


103 
103 


108 
RECEIVED: 
03 


RECEIVED: 
192-4 

RECEIVED: 
103 


RECEIVED: 
102-2 

RECEIVED: 
182-4 
102-4 
102-4 
102-4 

RECEIVED: 
103 


°103 


RECEIVED: 
108-ER 
RECEIVED: 


103 
RECEIVED: 
108 
RECEIVED: 
108 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
103 
RECEIVED: 
03 


I 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 


SYLVAN GURINSKY #1 (IDS PENDING? 
06703783 JA: TX 

IDEUS UNIT @3 WELL 
06703783 Ja: TX 

C O WHITWORTH #10 

IDA HENDRICK T-88 GX#s 

MIDLAND FARMS "BC" #1-A 

SHOUP GAS UNET #1 
06703783 Ja: TX 

GEORGIA #1 (05269) 
06703783 Ja: 

D W RHODE 18 #5 
06703783 JA: 1% 

JON R COAN @1 
06703783 JA: TX 

DUNCAN "A™ #2 
06/03/83 


SHANNON @1 

TOUCHSTONE #1 
06703783 JA: TX 

GASSIOTT MAURICE 82 

QDELL COLLINS #1 
06703783 JA: TX 

N A HOFFMAN "L" @3 
06703783 JA: TX 

GRAVES #@1 
06703783 : 

J H HODGE #1 
ae JA: T™ 

UMBLE-DOWDY FEE 

06703085 JA> TX 

RALF ANDRENS #1 
06703783 JA? T™ 


#2 RRC NO 119837 


107-TF CARTHAGE GAS UNIT 9 83 
: TX 


06703783 
* H A BRYAN #1 
06703783 JA 

PITTS BROTHERS” #2 


ROSE (FRIG-6815) FIEL 
SLICK EAST 

SAWYER CANYON 
HENDERSON 

FASKEN (PENN) 

HUGOTON 

PANHANDLE GRAY COUNTY 
RHODE RANCH EAST (WIE 
MITTIE (MARBLE FALLS) 
GIDDINGS CAUSTIN CHAL 
TRUBY Sib CSTRAWN AD 
TRUBY S$ W CSTRAWIN A) 
TRUBY $ W CSTRARN A) 
TRUBY S$ W CSTRAWM A) 


BERRYMAN CKICHE CREEK 
BERRYMAN CKICHI CREEK 


BEN BOLT WEST (5400) 
BRAD SW (BIG SALINE € 
WAHA CDELAWARE) 

SEVEN SISTERS (2200) 
CLARA DRISCOLL SE (67 
CARTHAGE CCOTTON VALE 
CAROLYN CELLEN)D 
GROSVENOR SW (DUFFER? 


211.96 
110.6 


300 .@ 
6.0 
11.7? 
100.6 
0.9 
3.3 
27.6 


UNITED GAS PIPELI 
UNITED GAS PIPE Lt 
LONE STAR GAS Ca 
CABOT CORP 

AMOCO PRODUCTION 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 
GETTY OTL co 
HOUSTON PIPELINE 
CONE STAR GAS CO 
CLAJON GAS Co 
canoco INC 
conoco INC 
CONOCO INC 

CONOCO ENC 


UNTON TEXAS NATUR 
EL PASO HYDROCARS 


VALLEY GAS TRANSM 
SQUTHNESTERN GAS 

TRANWESTERN PIPEL 
TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
VALLEY GAS TRANS 
TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
UNION TEXAS PETRO 
Et PASO HYDROCARD 
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D SEC(1) SEC(2) WELL NAME FIELD NAME PROD PURCHASER 
RECEIVED: 06703783 
4217900000 108 BARRETT E 
$206500000 108 BURNETT 
4206500000 108 BURNETT 
4206500000 108 BURNETT 
8339515 F-10-066743 4206500000 108 BURNETT #91 
8339448 F-04-61950 4247933431 102-2 107-TF VAQUILLAS RANCH A 829 
#339577 F-08-67799 4238931365 102-4 103 WE BELL "44" 618 (27756) 
-CYCLONE EXPLORATION INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: IX 
8339561 F-7C-67581 4243532882 103 107-TF JOHN D ne 4 3-48 
~DAKKAR PRODUCTION CO RECEIVED: 06703785 ™ 
6339553 F-10-67462 4217900000 103 MOBIL BARRETT * 
~DORCHESTER EXPLORATION INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: T 
8339497 F-08-065965 4243131069 03 WESTBROOK 32-3 CONGER (PENN) 
-DRIVER OIL & GAS INC —e 06703783 JA: TX 
8339457 F-02-63089 4246931885 DRIVER OIL & GAS F H BURNS "A" €2 PRIDHAM LAKE VICTORIA 
~DYNEX ENERGY INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339505 F-06-066097 4240100000 102-4 103 JOHN PRICER #1 RRC PERMIT #131914 ITEX 
8339504 F-06-066090 4236500000 102-4 103 JONES BROTHERS ET AL #2 RRC #1735298 ITEX 
RECEIVED: ™ 
4249732450 103 
4249732449 


JD NO JA DKT 


-Concco INC 

8339490 F-10-65701 
8339518 F-10-066746 
8339517 F-10-066745 
8339516 F-10-066744 


API HO 


NORTHWEST CENTRAL 
NORTHWEST CENTRAL 
NORTHWEST CENTRAL 
NORTHWEST CENTRAL 
NORTHNEST CENTRAL 
E I DUPONT DENEMO 
EL PASO NATURAL G 


EL PASO NATURAL G 
CABOT CORP 

TEXAS UTILITIES F 
SUNBURST ENERGIES 


EASTEX GAS TRANSM 
EASTEX GAS TRANSM 


PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE WEST 
PANHANDLE WEST 

GATO CREEK (LOBO 1) 
JESS BURNER (DELAWARE 


SAWYER CCANYON)D 
PANHANDLE GRAY 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
LONE STAR GAS CO 


COLORADO INTERSTA 
COLORADO INTERSTA 
COLORADO INTERSTA 
COLORADO INTERSTA 
COLORADO INTERSTA 


TRANSCONTINENTAL 


NORTHERN NATURAL 
NORTHERN NATURAL 


~~ 
wnNUoe uw oo lUwF 


ween 


-ECHO PRODUCTION INC 06703783 JA: 
8339665 F-09-068066 JACKSON #1 104627 BOCNESVILLE (BEND CON 
8339677 F-09-068122 103 KINSEY #1 104626 BOONESVILLE (BEND CON 
“ENERGETICS INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 

8339631 F-10-0680135 4237530900 103 MASTERSON G-44 (03839) PANHANDLE (RED CAVE) 
8339636 F-10-068012 4237530895 103 MASTERSON G-50 (03839) PANHANDLE CRED CAVE) 
8339628 F-10-068010 4237530908 103 MASTERSON G-55 (03839) PANHANDLE CRED CAVE) 
8339629 F-10-068011 4237530907 103 MASTERSON G-56 (03839) PANHANDLE CRED CAVE) 
8339632 F-10-068014 42341350909 103 MASTERSON H-25 (03839) PANHANDLE (RED CAVE) 
“ENERGY RESERVES GROUP INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 

8339634 F-01-068021 4228500351 108 OS PETTY "A" 84 STUART CITY 

“ENERGY RESOURCES OIL & GAS CORP RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 

8339455 F-7C-62725 4210533858 103 107-TF JACK RIGGS #1-30 U BAGGETT (CANYON) 
8339456 F-7C-62726 210533858 103 JACK RIGGS #1-30L JOE T (STRAWN)D 
-ENSERCH EXPLORATION INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA? TX 

1068 LONE STAR 
LONE STAR 
LONE STAR 
LONE STAR 
LONE STAR 
LONE STAR 
LONE STAR 
LONE STAR 
LONE STAR 


8339595 F-09-067925 4223700000 BELLE ALSTOT @3 
8339594 F-09-067924 4223700000 BELLE ALSTOT 84 
8339592 F-09-067922 4223700000 DELLA CHRISTIAN #1 
8339588 F-09-067918 4223700000 E L WILCOCKSGN "A" @1 
6339587 F-09-067917 4223700000 Lt H YATES #2 

8339591 F-09-067921 4223700000 M DURHAM &5 

8339589 F-09-067919 4223700000 M DURHAM #6 

8339590 F-09-067920 4223700000 M DURHAM #9 

8339593 F-09-067923 4223700000 TH ee #1 


BOONSVILLE 
BOONSVILLE 
BOONSVILLE 
BOONSVILLE 
BOONSVILLE 
BOONSVILLE 
BOONSVILLE 
BOONSVILLE 
BOONSVILLE 


“"-EXXON CORPORATION 06703783 JA: 
8339678 F-03-068123 4207131391 
8339586 F-8A-067913 4203330862 
8339681 F-03-068126 42353930564 
8339680 F-03-068125 42335930544 
4200333202 


108 
RECEIVED: 
10 


A D MIDDLETON ave 1 #98 
COLEMAN FARMS @1-A 

CONROE FIELD UNIT #1937 

CONROE FIELD UNIT #2717 
FULLERTON CLEARFORK UNIT #2525 


ANAHUAC 

APEX (FUSSELMAN) 
CONROE 

CONRGE 

FULLERTON 


ARMCO STEEL CORP 


MORAN UTILITIES C 
MORAN UTILITIES C 
PHILLIPS PETROLEU 


NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 


ARMCO STEEL CORP 
ARMCO STEEL CORP 
ARMNCO STEEL 
ARMICO STEEL 
ARNCO STEEL 


8339541 F-08-67291 

8339547 F-04-67338 $226130760 JOHN G KENEDY JR "E" 40-D EL PAISTLE (J-2 

we 2539546 F-04-67337 4226130760 JOHN G KENEDY JR "E" 40-F EL PAISTLE (H-2 

= 8339566 F-04-67665 4226130733 JOHN G KENEDY JR "HH" 3 SANTA ROSA (J-9 

8339616 F-04-067960 4227331710 R BORREGOS 584 (104577) BORREGOS (N-10 

8339613 F-04-067957 4226130490 R SAN JOSE DE LA PARRA 24-F104180 CALANDRIA (F-49) 

8339611 F-04-067955 4226130571 SAN JOSE LA PARRA 31-D104172 CALANDRIA (H-72) 
4226130784 SAN JOSE LA PARRA 49 104171 CALANDRIA CH-59) 


8339614 F-04-067958 
8339612 F-04-067956 4226130785 SAN JOSE LA PARRA 50-D104378 CALANDRIA (G-15) 


8) 
1) 
> 
—) 


8339617 F-04-067962 
8339618 F-04-067963 
8339615 F-04-067959 
8339679 F-63-068124 
8339487 F-7C-65611 
8339545 F-04-67333 
8339569 F-7C-67679 
8339568 F-08-67678 
8339664 F-03-068061 


4226130714 
4226130753 
4226130779 
4247300000 
4243131253 
4226130752 
4223531631 
$247532756 
4207131427 


“FAIRCHILD PETROLEUM CORP 


8339520 F-7B-066759 
8339519 F-7B-066755 
-FISHOP ENERGY CO 


8339470 


F-75- 


64264 


4208332897 
4215136615 


4242932590 


' 
> 


103 
RECEIVED: 
aon 


102- 
RECEIVED: 
163 


TIO MOYA 
TIO MOYA 
R TIO MOYA 16 (104179) 
KATY GAS FIELD CONS UNIT #4404-F 
LOU E JOHNSON ESTATE A/C 1 #38 
mRS S K EAST 143 CID PENDING) 
PEARL WILLIAMS B #14 
RHODA WALKER OIL UNIT @1 WELL @2 
WoC TYRRELL TRUST #41 
06703783 JA: TX 
J B HAMON #1 
JONISUE STIFF #1 
06703783 JA: TX 


(104165) 
(104185) 


HAGAMNAN-JENNINGS 


CALANDRIA CH-59) 
CALANDRIA (H-59) 
CALANDRIA CH-59) 

KATY (COCKFIELD UPPER 
JAMESON CSTRAWN) 

RITA (11-S III-B) 
DOVE CREEK SOUTH (650 
RHODA WALKER (CANYON 
ANAHUAC 


DELTA (PALO PINTO) 
STIFF (CANYON LIME) 


STEPHENS COUNTY REGUL 


ARMCO STEEL 
ARMCO STEEL 
ARMCO STEEL 
ARMCO STEEL 


NATURAL GAS 


UNITED TEXAS TRAN 
HOUSTON PIPELINE 


El PASO ee 
R L FOR 


LONE STAR GAS CO 


~FLORIDA GAS EXPLORATION COMPANY 
8339439 F-7C-54197 
“FOREST OIL CORPORATION 


RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
4241331240 103 107-TF FLORENCE 23-84 
RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: 


PHYLLIS SONORA INTRATEX GAS CO 


“= 8339557 


8339627 F-8A-068005 


4211531779 


~FORT WORTH OIL & GAS CO FNC 


83394465 F-04-60199 


“FORTUNE PRODUCTION CO 


8339574 F-7C-67752 


4240931560 
4223532060 


~GENESIS PETROLEUM CORP 


8339529 F-04-066991 
8339530 F-04-06¢992 


“GEORGE HARRISON OIL PROPERTIES INC 


8339558 F-09-67513 
“GEORGE L ROUSSEAU 
8339491 F-03-65804 
“GETTY OIL COMPANY 
8339621 F-8A-067980 
8339607 F-06-067944 
8339571 F-8A-67682 
8339512 F-03-066686 
-GHR ENERGY CORP 
8339521 F-04-066771 


4213136186 
4213136186 


4256300000 
4205132400 
$250100600 
4236500000 

221900000 
4205100000 


4250531619 


~GOLDKING PRODUCTION COMPANY 


8339489 F-04-65684 


“"=GOLDSTON OIL CORP 


8339669 F-03-G680835 
-GORDON OIL CO INC 
8339446 F-09-060506 


4235500000 
4216730893 
4218100000 


~GRACE PETROLEUM CORPORATION 


8339560 F-05-67567 
“GULF OIL CORPORATION 
8339488 F-08-65646 
F-08-67495 


4229330645 


$247532151 
4210332838 


102-4 
RECEIVED: 
102-4 103 
RECEIVED: 
103 


RECEIVED: 
102-4 


102-4 
RECEIVED: 
08 
RECEIVED: 


102-4 
RECEIVED: 


RECEIVED: 
102-4 
RECEIVED: 


102-4 
RECEIVED: 

103 
RECEIVED: 


108-ER 
tes 


BARTLETT @1 
06703783 JA: TX 
PORTLAND GAS UNIT D #2 
06703783 JA: TX 
MURPHEY "3" #1 
06703783 JA: TX 
HINOJOSA "B" @1-C CUNASSIGNED) 
HINOJOSA "B" @1-T CUNASSIGNED) 
06703783 JA? TX 
MAHANEY #6 
66703783 JA! TX 
FRED OWENS €2-A 
06/03/83 JA: TX 
BRAHANEY UNIT #117 
LAGRONE - ALEXANDER @1 (00116) 
SYLVESTER &4 
WH ae ee #2 RRC ID #13625 
06/03/83 JA: 


107-TF LA PERLA 844 


06703783 JA? TX 
LAGRONE #1 
06703/83 JA: TX 
KERL SISTERS UNIT @1 
06703783 JA: TX 
M J TURNER #1 
06703783 JA: TX 


107-%F DOUGLAS @1 


10 
VRECEIVED! 
103 


06703783 JA: TX 
HUTCHINGS STOCK ASSN 81109 
J 6B TUBB "B" @53 


DEROEN (MISSISSIPPIAN 
PORTLAND SOUTH (F-13) 
CAL (CANYON) 


STARR BRITE W (5680") 
STARR BRITE W (5850") 


YOUNG COUNTY REGULAR 

HOOKER CREEK (NAVARRO 
BRAHANEY 

CARTHAGE 

LEVELLAND 

GIDDINGS CAUSTIN CHAL 
LA PERLA RANCH (LOBO 

WILDCAT (PROPOSED - D 
ALTA LOMA NORTH CTACG@ 
SHERMAN 

PERSONVILLE NORTH (C- 


WILDCAT - UNDESIGNATE 
SAND HILLS (JUDKINS) 


+o o solUC so 9° ecoouw Os “ so w o o oO oe ec coococeceocococoeocos Coooorrouw cooooooooo so <“ Newnes oo oc co w oO o ewocoococeo 


TEXACO INC 
HOUSTON PIPE LINE 
FARMLAND INDUSTRI 


HOUSTON PIPE LINE 
HOUSTON PIPE LINE 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
FERGUSON CROSSING 
SHELL OIL CO 
TEXAS GAS TRANSMI 
AMOCO PIPELINE CO 
FERGUSON CROSSING 
NATURAL GAS PIPEL 


HOUSTON PIPE LINE 


LONE STAR GAS CO 
TEXAS UTILITIES F 


CABOT CORP 
VALERO TRANSMISSI 








Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 123 / Friday, June 24, 1983 / Notices 29447 


JD NO JA API NO D SEC(1) SEC(2) WELL NAME FIELD NAME PROD PURCHASER 


8339573 F-04-67714 6250531517 107-TF R VIDAURRI NO 19 DYE (WILCOX 8200) 548.0 TENNESSEE GAS PIP 
8339636 F-08-068029 4237134171 103 STATE "BC"™-"BI" UNIT #1 TROPORO NORTH (QUEEN) 0.0 NORTHERN GAS PROD 
~H-M OIL CO & PHE (TX) INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: ™ 

8339675 F-04-068106 4213136131 102-4 103 MOMERO L SAENZ GAS UNIT #2 #203957 ASOG (7500 YEGUA) 0.8 

“HILL INTERNATIONAL PRODUCTION CO RECEIVED: 06/03/83 JA: TX 

8339436 F-06-53767 42401351420 102-4 107-TF KINNEY-LINDSTROM FOUNDATION @2L CTRAVIS PEAK) 0.0 UNITED GAS PIPE L 
-HILL PRODUCTION CO-WISCONSIN RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: IX 

8339522 F-03-066825 42353950540 103 ® REYNOLDS- re #1 LAKE CREEK "G" 547.0 TEJAS-SOUTHWESTER 
“HILLIARD OIL & GAS INC - RECEIVED: 06703/83 JA 

8339463 F-06-65573 4206730372 103 107-TF HASKELL YOUNG nom $1 KILDARE (COTTON VALLE 0.0 TEXAS EASTERN TRA 
“HNG OIL COMPANY RECEIVED: 06403783 JA: TX 

8339480 F-7C-65266 4243500000 107-TF PFLUGER "105" 6 SAWYER CCANYON) 200.0 INTRATEX GAS. CO 
8339475 F-7C-65057 4243500000 107-TEF PFLUGER "84" @5 SAWYER (CANYON) 180.0 INTRAFEX GAS CO 
8339474 F-7C~65056 4243500000 107-TF PFLUGER "85" €5 SAWYER (CANYON) 150.0 INTRATEX GAS CO 
“HORN JR RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 

8339440 F-09-55014 4250335994 102-4 GOLDSTON "B" GRAHAM NORTH 547.5 PYRON EXPLORATION 
-HUNT OIL COMPANY RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 

8339641 F-7B-068033 4208333429 103 AR NEFF @5 GAYLE 86.0 SOUTHWESTERN GAS 
8339511 F-09-066393 42181200000 102-4 JOHN MCCULLOUGH #2 SHERMAN (LOWER PENN) 330.0 CHEVRON U S A INC 
“INDIAN WELLS OIL CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 

8339533 F-7C-066996 4223531660 102-2 HARRIS 60-1 PROBANDT CCANYOND NORTHERN NATURAL 
8339531 F-7C-066994 4223531694 102-2 HARRIS 60-2 PROBANDT (CANYON) NORTHERW NATURAL 
8339532 F-7C-066995 4223531695 102-2 HARRIS 61-2 PROBANDT (CANYON) NORTHERN NATURAL 


-J A LEONARD 

8339626 F-03-067999 
8339624 F-03-067997 
8339625 F-03-067998 
8339623 F-03-067996 


4205100000 
4205100000 
4205100000 
4205100000 


06703783 JA: TX 
COFFIELD-SMITH “E* 
COFFIELD-SMITH “F™ 
COFFIELD-SMITH "EF" 
COFFIELD-SMITH “FY 


INEZ JAMESON (NAVARRO 
INEZ JAMESON (NAVARRO 
INEZ JAMESON (NAVARRO 
INEZ JAMESON CNAVARRO 


FERGUSON CROSSING 
FERGUSON CROSSING 
FERGUSON CROSSING 
FERGUSON CROSSING 


-~JOE B BARRETT RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339536 F-7B-067192 4204900000 102-4 R G CHAMBERS 

-~JOHN L COX RECEIVED: 067037383 JA: TX 
8339465 F-7C-63638 4238300000 103 ALDWELL "E* #1 
-JONES CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339564 F-7B-67638 4241734641 103 WOOLFOLK @1 101179 
~KAISER-FRANCIS OIL COMPANY RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 


BERKELEY (CROSS PLAIN EL PASO HYDROCARB 


EATON MIOCENE (2100") 72.0 HGL CORP 

BRYAN (WOODBINE) 128.0 FERGUSON BRAZOS C 
WEST PANHANDLE 10.4, COLORADO INTERSTA 
BIG LAKE GAS CORP 
BIG LAKE GAS CORP 
BIG LAKE GAS CORP 
BIG LAKE GAS CORP 
NORTHERN NATURAL 

NORTHERN NATURAL 

NORTHERN NATURAL 

NORTHERN NATURAL 

NORTHERN HATURAL 

LONE STAR GAS CO 


SOUTHWESTERN GAS 
LONE STAR GAS CO 


PERRY PIPELINE CO 
NATURAL GAS PIFEL 


> 
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@ #e@e0 2 ©9° © GfuUUe eoo 
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SPRABERRY CTA) EL PASO WATURAL G 
MUGGINSVILLE (MARBLE 200.0 DELHI GAS PIPELIN 
8339565 F-08-67639 4222700000 102-4 «103 R L WALKER #1 MOORE (DEEP FUSSELMAN 118.6 EL PASO HYDROCARB 
-KETAL OIL PRODUCING CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: 1X 
8339442 F-7B-57532 4244733160 103 CONDRON #2 BROWN RANCH (CABDO) 18.3 
“KIRBY EXPLORATION CO RECEIVED: 067037383 JA: TX 
8339451 F-03-62138 4270430204 102-4 STATE 68903 340-L NW7G 83-U & 3-L BLOCK 340 1200.0 FLORIDA GAS TRANS 
8339450 F-03-62137 4204100000 102-4 STATE 68903 340-L NivS 83-8 & 3-4 BLOCK 340 (4700*° SD) 0.0 FLORIDA GAS TRANS 
8339449 F-03-62136 4204100000 10 STATE 68903 340-L NYG & BLOCK 340 (BASE AMPH). 810.0 FLORIDA GAS TRANS 
-L_ &M™ OIL CO 06703783 JA: TX 
“" 8339494 F-09-65868 4223734679 CAMPBELL #2 NEW YEARS EVE (CONGLO 100.0 LONE STAR GAS CO 
~L_M YOUNG RECEIVED: 06703785 JA: TX 
8339599 F-7B-067932 4204933113 103 ANCIL HALL #1 rr BROWN COUNTY REGULAR 2.@ Et PASO HYDROCARB 
-LANDMARK EXPLORATION INC RECEIVED: 06/03/83 JA: 
8339484 F-03-65605 4205100000 102-3 ANTONE SCHRADER #1 GIDDINGS G@USTIN CHAL 0.@ CLAJON GAS CO 
“LLOYD PATTON RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339667 F-7B-068076 4233300500 102-4 MODENA L BOGGUS | #1 GORDON SE (CONGLOMERA 365.0 LONE STAR GAS CO 
~LORDSTONE CORP RECEIVED: 06703783 JA 
“= 8339549 F-0-67349 4217700000 102-4 WELGERS #1 CHRISTIAN 35.0 SUNBURST ENERGIES 
~LYNBROOK OTL CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: IX 
8339462 F-03-63556 4208931325 103 MCLANE TRUST- — #1 
“LYONS PETROLEUM INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: 
8339585 F-03-067876 4206130857 102-2 103 SHARON SMITH UNtT #1 
~MAPCO PRODUCTION COMPANY RECEIVED: 067037385 JA: T™ 
8339559 F-10-67539 4223300000 108 JON A #1 
“MARATHON OIL COMPANY RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: 1X 
8339645 F-7C-068040 4210500000 108 UNIVERSITY "I" #2 FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
8339644 F-7C-068039 4219500000 108 UNIVERSITY "X" 83 FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
8339642 F-7C-068037 4210500000 108 UNIVERSITY "Z" #2 FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
8339643 F-7C-068038 42109500000 108 UNIVERSITY Y #2 FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
“MID-AMERICA PETROLEUM INC RECEIVED: 06/03/83 JA: ™X 
8339635 F-7C-068027 4238332182 103 MITCHELL #1 SPRABERRY CTREND AREA 
8339640 F-7C-068031 4238332281 SHAW #4 SPRABERRY CTREND AREA 
8339637 F-7C-068028 4238332163 TALLEY "A" 86 SPRABERRY CTREND AREA 
8339638 F-7C-068029 4238332251 TALLEY "A" #7 SPRABERRY CTREND AREA 
8339639 F-7C-068030 4238332254 TALLEY "B" %6 SPRABERRY (TREND AREA 
~MIDSTATES OIL CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339663 F-7C-068058 4239932577 102-4 ELKINS #1 : BEDDO (GARDNER) 
“MILES PRODUCTION CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339676 F-09-068111 4223734813 102-4 M P HOEFLE "J" #1 ID823106 ANTELOPE S E (CADDO) 
8339563 F-09-67636 4223700000 108 WM KILLEN #1 ID #34235 POST OAK (CONGL) 
“MINERAL DEVELOPMENT INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339501 F-08-065979 4237134038 103 MAGNOLIA TRIPOLEY #19 PECOS VALLEY HIGH GRA 
“MITCHELL ENERGY CORPORATION RECEIVED: 06703/83 JA: TX 
8339477 F-09-65154 4249700000 108 C R BRIDGES #2 #028575 BOONSVILLE (BEND CONG 
8339433 F-09-047771 4249700000 108-ER CORA TAYLOR #3 BOONSVILLE NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
8339622 F-09-067989 4249700000 108 GRACE JO BOEDECKER #1 21524 PARK SPRINGS (CONGL) NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
8339567 F-09-67667 4249732527 105 QLIVER BOND #2 ALVORD SOUTH (ATOKA) NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
“MODERN DRILLING INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339458 F-01-63340 42127732346 102-2 CARL SAMPLE UNIT #3 COST CAUSTIN CHALK? TIPPERARY GATHERI 
“MONSANTO COMPANY RECEIVED: 06/03/83 A: 1X 
8339426 F-10-002235 4221160000 108-ER WODGSON #1 RRC #55579 FELDMAN (CHEROKEE) 13.5 TRANSWESTERN PIPE 
~MORROW RESOURCES INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339472 F-7C-64620 4245131124 102-2 103 ZONNE "BY #2 K WB (STRAWN) 0.@ LONE STAR GAS CO 
“NECESSITY WELLE SERVICE RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339598 F-7B-067931 4242900000 108 ROY L HARRIS @1 (056985) STEPHENS COUNTY REGUL 20.0 WARREN PETROLEUM 
~PALMER PETROLEUM INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339460 F-06-63399 4240100000 102-2 107-TF TORKELSON #1 HENDERSON WORTH C€COTT 650.0 UNITED GAS PIPELI 
“PARKER & PARSLEY INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339482 F-08-65381 4231700000 103 GLASS "B" #1 SPRABERRY €TREND AREA 15.0 ADOBE OIL & GAS C 
8339576 F-08-67782 4231700000 103 GLASS "C" #1 SPRABERRY (TREND AREA 0.0 ADOBE OIL ® GAS C 
a” PEARSON-SIBERT OFL CO OF TEXAS RECEIVED: 06/03/83 JA: TX 
8339575 F-7C-67760 4208131155 163 FRANK PEARSON REEF UNIT $315 FRANK PEARSON (STRAWN 14.3 SUN EXPLORATION & 
~PENNZOIL PRODUCING COMPANY RECEIVED: 06/03/83 JA: TX 
8339443 F-04-058879 4221500000 103-ER SWALLOW #1 EAST EDINBURG -@ TRUNKLINE GAS CO 
8339507 £F-06-066292 4236531539 103 107-TF WALLACE UNIT #1 BETHANY EAST/COTTON ¥ 250. @ UNITED GAS PIPE L 
WEST REYNOLDS 1186.35 NUE-WELLS PIPELIN 
SAND HILLS (MCKNIGHT) 24.0 EL PASO NATURAL G 


~PETREX OPERATING CO INC RECEIVED: 06703733 JA: T™ 
8339485 F-04-65606 4224900000 102-4 GEORGE GAINES @1 
~PETRO-LEWIS CORPORATION RECEIVED: Tr JA: TX 
8339428 F-08-163382 4210332054 103 B TUBB — ~ 
“=-PETROLEUM MANAGEMENT INC RECEIVED: 0670383 
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83394696 F-04-065946 4248930706 2 YTURRIA CATTLE CO @11 LACAL (I-1) 
~PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339671 F-08-068088 4213503117 108 GOLDSMITH ANDECTOR UNIT #1-08 GOLDSMITH (CLEARFORK) 
-PITTS OFL CO & DALLAS PROD INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339447 F-05-61595 4228930532 102-4 IRWIN "A" 81 EUNICE (TRAVIS PEAK) 
-PYRON EXPLORATION & DRILLING CORP RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339609 F-09-067953 4250336729 102-2 BLOUNT 82A GRAHAM NORTH MARBLE F 
-R A W ENERGY CORP RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: ™ 
8339479 F-7B-65263 4236732415 102-4 CRAVER @1 DICEY S CSTRALWN) 
8339493 F-7C-65834 4239932403 102-4 HUDDLESTON @1 BEDDO (GRAY 3920) 
8339492 F-78-65832 4236732423 102-4 WILEY A B-81 DICEY WN (BIG SALINE C 
-RAM PETROLEUM CORP RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: 
8339562 F-08-67608 4237100060 103 KRAMER @5 TCI-WADDELL 
-RICHEY & CO INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: ™ 
8339661 F-09-63562 4249732485 103 C WAGGONER €1 BOONSVILLE (BEND CONG 
~SABER PETROLEUM CORP RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: ™ 
8339444 F-03-60000 4248132110 102-4 t R SUBLETT #1 HILLJE (7630') 
~SANDEFER PETROLEUM CO RECEIVED: 06763783 JA: ™ 
8339483 F-02-65602 4229732706 102-4 JR LYNE 82 TEXAM (9380" WILCOX) 
-SCANDRILL INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339506 F-10-066219 4248350988 102-4 PORTER @1 PORTER VIOLA 
~SESCO PRODUCTION CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: ™ 
8339438 F-G6-35804 4240100000 103 DAVIS ALLEN #2 JARELL CREEK CTRAVIS 
-SO-TEX PETROLEUM, INC. RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: ™ 
8339670 F-7B-068085 4244132316 102-4 NORTH CORNETT €5 SO-TEX CCAPPS LIME) 
-SOHIO PETROLEUM CO RECEIVED: 06763783 JA: TX 
8339629 F-08 067976 4217331395 103 SPRABERRY DRIVER UNIT #881 SPRABERRY (TREND AREA 
~SCJOURNER DRILLING CORP RECEIVED: 66703785 JA: TX 
8339509 F-7B-066335 4225300000 102-4 IRENE WILLIAMS €2 (16336) JAY CNOODLE CREEK) 
8339510 F-78-066338 4215130947 103 WAGSTAFF-ESTES #1 (092547) RAVEN CREEK CSTRALIN)D 
-SOL ENERGY INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: IX 
8339478 F-04-65250 4213100000 102-4 LILIA GARCIA #2 SEJITA EAST €1300" UP 
~SOUTHERN CRUDE GIL RESOURCES INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339464 F-7B-6358¢ 4236332949 162-4 PARKER @1 TOMERLIN (CONGL) 
~SOUTHLAND ROYALTY CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: ™ 
8339698 F-8A-067951 4216532507 103 FOSTER #15 DEB 
~SUN EXPLORATION & PRODUCTION CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: ™ 
8339513 F-04-066717 4242700000 1068 AGUSTIN OLIVARES #8 SUN (F-2-A) 
8339525 F-04-066932 4242700000 108 AMANDA MCKINNEY €25 SUN (F-1-U) 
eeeere 2 F-€9-041749 4249700000 108-ER DORA MORRIS UNIT &2 EOONSVILLE 
39438 F-04-53988 233531932 102-4 F E LONDON #7L ) 
8339637 F-04-53826 5531932 102-4 C 7 DOUGHTY W 
8339540 (F-04-67234 4242700000 GARZA-RIVAS UNIT @1-1T RINCON NORTH CSTRAY 4 
8339537 F-04-067228 42462700000 GARZA-RIVAS UNIT #1-2 RINCON NORTH (4100) 
F-04-048811 4242700000 -ER GEORGE H SPEER STATE B @18 SUN 
F-08-63389 4200300000 HOLT O B GRBG 83-4 CONDEN NORTH 
46243131223 It ELLWOOD #5 E CREEK (WOLFCAMP 
4239100000 J ™ O'BRIEN NO 4-46D RETA (700) 
$242933502 J M WARD "C"™ NO 134 STEPHENS COUNTY REGUL 
4230100000 MOGRE-HOOPER -A- €1 NOCRE-HOOPER CATOKA) 
4200333330 NELLIE C MARTIN 813 MARTIN WEST CFUSSELMA 
4200300000 © B HOLT GRBG &2-8 CONDEN NORTH 
§200300000 O B HOLT-PENN 84-6 TRIPLE -N- CPENN UPPE 
4213534082 PAUL NOSS #195 SOUTH (CANYON 
4222530442 R S DAILEY #10 NAVARRO CROSSING (ROD 
4224900000 SEELIGSON UNIT #1-31C SEELIGSON (ZONE 19B-0 
4224900000 SEELIGSON UNIT €14-8T I SON (ZONE 20 A- 
3 SUN FEE LOT 45 €1 UTH LIBERTY 
3 T J HUBGINS 84 SANDY CREEK 
UNIVERSITY "D" #12 FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
JNIVERSITY "D" €13 FARMER (SAN ANDRES) 
VT MCCABE D-E UNIT @1 JAMESON N CSTRAUN)D 
WISCH SAINT #6 PLEDGER CFRIO 7630) 


EL PASO NATURAL G 
EASTEX GAS TRANSM 
MID-STATE GAS COR 
LIQUID ENERGY COR 
LONE STAR GAS CO 

TEXAS UTILITIES F 
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NATURAL GAS PIPEL 
VALERO TRANSMISSI 


HOUSTON PIPE LINE 


TEXAS UTILITIES F 
UNION TEXAS PETRO 
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GIDDINGS CAUSTIN CHAL 
DL K B #2 GIDDINGS CAUSTIN CHAL 
f EvY "i9<i" O3 TUNIS CREEK (DEVONIAN 
-TF v SMITH GAS UNIT @1 WORD CEDWARDS) 
067035783 JA: ™ 


$228731326 
4214931425 
4237134104 
F- 02- 64138 4228531681 
-TAMARACK PETROLEUM CO INC 
8339674 F-7C-068101 424 1619 EXXON-COMDEN "B" #1 CRRC #08702) SPRABERRY (TREND AREA 
£339673 F-7C-0686100 424 1765 EXXGN-COWUDEN "BY" €2 CRRC #08762) SPRADERRY CTREND AREA 
8339672 F-7C-068099 4246131662 103 EXXON-COWDEN "C" €1 (RRC #09070) SPRABERRY (TREND AREA 
-~TEE OPERATING CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: 
8339431 F-05-36909 4228930415 103 PULLEN @1-L JEWETT CTRAVIS PEAK) 
-TEXACO INC RECEIVED: 66703783 JA: 
8339454 F-08-62715 4232931089 103 C SCHARBAUER WILDCAT 
-~TEXAS RO I INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: 
8339476 F-04-65116 4224900000 102-4 BALPDESCHNILER €1 WADE CITY (3500) 
~TEXCAN RESOURCES CORP RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: IX 
8339552 F-7C-67374 4239932672 103 MCCORD B-7 BERNARD (GARDNER LOWE 
-TOM BROWN INC RECEIVED: 066703783 JA: ™X 
6339499 F-7C-065972 4243532868 103 107-TF HILL-EDIIIN S MAYER JR "0" #1 SAWYER (CANYON) 
8339498 F-7C-065970 4243532362 1G7-TF HILL-EDNIN S$ MAYER JR “R” #1 SAWYER (CANYON) 
6339500 F-7C-065973 4243532860 107-TF HILL-E S MAYER JR “S" €1 SANYER (CANYON) 
8339486 F-7C-65607 6243532854 107-TF HILL-WINNIE R ALDWELL TRUST "G" @1 ALDIIELL RANCH (CANYON 
8339502 F-7C-065989 4238332339 ON LAN A CALVIN (DEAN) 
~TUCKER DRILLING COMPANY INC CEIVED: 06703783 : 
8339542 F-7C-67316 4243500000 COLLIER SH SAWYER (CANYON) 
“UNION SEABOARD CORP CEIVED: 06703783 : 
8339523 F-08-066850 4237133821 ) UNIVERSITY "165" 84 LEON VALLEY E (TANSIL 
-USEMCO INC RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
6339668 F-7B8-068078 4236732416 WHITE #2 RRC €104300 POOLVILLE SW CCONGL 4 
“WAGNER & cane RECEIVED: 06703783 JA? TX 
8339596 ~08-067926 4243131267 103 RAY "A" 810-31 CONGER (PENN) 
£339597 F 08-06792? 42431351261 163 RAY “A” #13-30 CONGER (PENN) 
“"-WARREN PETR CO A DIV OF GULF OIL CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
8339579 F-08-67808 4210305710 108 E N SNODGRASS #22 WADDELL 
€339578 F-08-67807 $210300314 108 ATE £6 DUNE 
8339662 F-08-068057 4210330410 E #1013 SAND (MCKNIGHT) 
8339661 F-08-068056 4210330415 #1014 SAND (MCKNIGHT) 
6339660 F-08-068055 4210330416 #1015 SAND CHCKNIGHT) 
8339659 F-08-068054 4210330430 #1017 SAND (MCKNIGHT) 
w 8339658 F-08-068053 4210330464 108 #1037 SAND CMCKNIGHT) 
= 8339657 F-08-068052 4210330476 108 #1042 SAND (MCKNIGHT) 
6339656 F-08-068051 4210330562 108 #1059 SAND (MCKNIGHT) 
8339655 F-08-068050 4210302306 168 #11 SAND (MCKNIGHT) 
8339503 F-08-066038 4210332284 108-ER #1167 SAND CJUDKINS) 
8339654 F-08-068049 4210305911 1cs #179 SAND (MCKNIGHT) 
8339653 F-08-068048 4210305914 168 e3 SAND HI (MCKNIGHT) 
8339652 F-08-068047 4210302028 108 #578 SAND CMNCKNIGHT) 
8339651 F-08-068046 4210302156 108 #707 SAND (MCKNIGHT) 
8339650 F-08-066045 4210362160 108 #711 SAKD (MCKNIGHT) 
83539649 F-08-068044 4210302234 108 #787 SAND CNCKNIGHT) 
8339648 F-08-068043 4210362261 108 WADDELL #814 SAND HILLS CACKNIGHT) 
8339647 F-08-068042 4210302642 108 WADDELL #824 SAND HILLS (MCKNIGHT) 
8339427 F-G8-G11059 4210310998 108-ER WADDELL €963 BLOCK B-21 (TUBB) 
83539646 F-08-068041 4210330362 108 WADDELL #994 SAND HILLS (MCKNIGHT) 
“LiICS PETROLEUM CO RECEIVED: 06703783 JA: TX 
833952 F-03-066953 4228731332 103 ITTE UNIT #1 GIDDINGS CAUSTIN CHAL 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Health Care Financing Administration 
42 CFR Part 431 
Reduction in Error 


AGENCY: Health Care Financing 
Administration (HCFA), HHS. 


ACTION: Interim Final Rule With 
Comment Period. 


suMMARY: This interim final rule 
implements the provisions of section 133 
of the Tax Equity and Fiscal 
Responsibility Act of 1982 (Pub. L. 97- 
248). These regulations provide for 
disallowance of Federal financial 
participation to States whose eligibility 
payment error rate for Medicaid, as 
measured by the Medicaid quality 
control system, exceeds 3 percent for the 
period April 1 through September 30, 
1983, and for each fiscal year thereafter. 

The regulations further provide for 
HCFA to project a payment error rate 
for each State and to reduce the State’s 
quarterly estimate of expenditures if the 
anticipated error rate exceeds the 3- 
percent national standard. 


DATES: Effective Date: April 1, 1983. 
Although these regulations are effective 
on an interim basis, comments may be 
submitted as describe below. Comment 
Date: To assure consideration, 
comments must be mailed by August 23, 
1983. 


ADDRESS: Address comments in writing _ 


to: Health Care Financing 
Administration, Department of Health 
and Human Services, Attention: BQC- 
19-FC, P.O. Box 17076, Baltimore, 
Maryland 21235. In commenting, please 
refer to file code BQC-19-FC. 

If you prefer, you may deliver your 
comments to Room 309-G Hubert H. 
Humphrey Building, 200 Independence 
Ave., S.W., Washington, D.C., or to 
Room 132, East High Rise Building, 6325 
Secruity Boulevard, Baltimore, 
Maryland. 

Comments will be available for public 
inspection as they are received, 
beginning approximately three weeks 
after publication, in Room 309-G of the 
Department's offices at 200 
Independence Ave., S.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20201, on Monday through Friday of 
each week from 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
(202-245-7890). 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Randolph Graydon, (301) 597-1308. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 

The Medicaid quality control (MQC) 
system was designed to reduce 
erroneous expenditures in medical 
assistance payments by monitoring 
eligibility determinations, third-party 
liability activities, and claims 
processing. The system uses 6-month 
sampling periods from April-September, 
and October-March. 

Within each 6-month period, a State 
must select a sample of cases every 
month and review them for errors. At 
the end of each 6-month review period, 
a State’s payment error rate is 
calculated by HCFA based on the 
findings submitted by the State. A 
subsample of the State-selected cases is 
reviewed by HCFA to verify the State’s 
findings. If a State fails to complete a 
valid review for any period, HCFA 
assigns the State an error rate based on 
either the weighted average of its error 
rate in the last three review periods, a 
special Federal sample or audit, or a 
Federal subsample. 

In the absence of specific legislation, 
a major issue in the history of quality 
control was the Federal government's 


~ authority to limit Federal financial 


participation (FFP) for erroneous 
expenditures, particularly in instances 
where the level of erroneous 
expenditures exceeds prescribed 
tolerance levels. In 1973, the Department 
issued regulations setting tolerance 
levels for erroneous expenditures for 
Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC) at 3 percent for 
ineligibles and 5 percent.for 
overpayments. In 1976, the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Columbia ruled 
in Maryland v. Mathews, 415 F. Supp. 
1206 (D.D.C. 1976) that while the 
Department had the authority to 
withhold FFP “in a specified amount set 
by a tolerance level,” the 3- and 5- 
percent tolerance levels were “arbitrary 
and capricious.” 

As a result of the court's decision, the 
Department consulted with State and 
local governments and other affected 
parties and reevaluated quality control 
tolerance levels. A notice of proposed 
rulemaking (NPRM) was published on 
July 7, 1978, setting the tolerance level at 
the national average of all State error 
rates for a base period. All States whose 
error rate exceeded the national average 
were required to reduce their error rates 
to the national average or by 15.7 
percent for each 6-month period. The 
15.7 percent figure was the average rate 
of reduction in eligibility errors achieved 
by all States in the AFDC program 
during the 27 months after the AFDC 
quality control system was established 
in April 1973. If those reductions were 
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not accomplished, the State was subject 
to disallowances of FFP. Those 
regulations became final on March 7, 
1979, and included error rate standards 
for Medicaid for the first time. 

In the course of deliberations on the 
Fiscal Year 1980 Labor-HEW 
Appropriation bill (Pub. L. 96-123), the 
House-Senate conferees reviewed the 
March 7, 1979 standards and directed 
the Secretary to issue new regulations 
requiring that all States reduce their 
AFDC and Medicaid eligibility payment 
error rates to 4 percent by. September 30, 
1982. 

The conferees further specified the 
following: 

* There should be a phased reduction 
from the July-December 1978 base 
period payment error rate to the 4- 
percent target over the fiscal years 1980, 
1981, and 1982. 

¢ Failure to meet an error rate target 
should result in the loss of Federal 
matching funds associated with 
erroneous payment expenditures in 
excess of the target. 

¢ In certain limited cases, the 
Secretary could waive or reduce the 
amount of the disallowance if a State 
made a “good faith effort” but failed to 
meet its target. These waivers were to 
be limited to extraordinary 
circumstances. 

These provisions, commonly referred 
to as the Michel amendment, 
represented the first congressionally 
mandated error rate tolerance levels. An 
NPRM proposing these changes was 
published on September 25, 1979, and a 
final rule was published on January 25, 
1980, with an effective date of October 
1, 1980. In the interim, the Department 
maintained the 1979 disallowance 
system. 


II.'New Legislation 


Congress addressed the error rate 
tolerance level again when considering 
legislation before the second session of 
the 97th Congress. HHS proposed that 
tolerance levels be reduced from 4 
percent to 3 percent in FY 83, 2 percent 
in FY 84, 1 percent in FY 85, and to a 
zero tolerance thereafter. Congress 
decided, as a result of their review of 
various proposals, to set the payment 
error rate tolerance level at 3 percent, 
and to require that rate to be achieved 
in the third and fourth quarters of FY 
1983 and in each succeeding fiscal year. 
Section 133 (Limitation of FFP in 
erroneous medical assistance 
expenditures) of the Tax Equity and 
Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 (Pub. L. 
97-248), enacted on September 3, 1982, 
includes this tolerance level. 
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The Conference Committee Report 
accompanying Pub. L. 97-248 indicates 
that “the Medicaid error rate provisions 
and penalties incorporated in the 1980 
Appropriations Act” are deleted and 
“substitutes language establishing a 3- 
percent target error rate for quarters 
beginning after March 30, 1983”. (H.R. 
Rep. No. 97-760, 97th Cong., 2nd Sess. 
439 (1982).) 

Previously, all quality control 
disallowances were computed after final 
payment error rates were established 
and the States’ requests for relief from 
disallowance assessed. However, in 
addition to the disallowance calculation, 
section 133 further requires the 
Secretary to reduce prospectively each 
State’s quarterly request for FFP for 
medical assistance by the difference in 
the 3-percent standard and the State's 
anticipated payment error rate (section 
1903(u)(1)(C) of the Social Security Act). 
The method for determining this 
anticipated error rate is left to the 
discretion of the Secretary. 

If a State fails to cooperate in 
providing information to establish its 
anticipated or actual error rate, the 
Secretary is authorized to establish that 
error rate on the basis of the best data 
available and “in accordance with such 
techniques for sampling and estimating 
as he finds appropriate” (section 
1903(u)(3)(A) of the Act). If this authority 
must be utilized, the Secretary may 
establish the error rate either directly or 
through contractual or by any other 
arrangements as he or she may 
prescribe. In either case, the State is 
liable for the cost of establishing the 
error rate and will have its FFP reduced 
by the full amount of the cost to the 
Secretary (section 1903(u)(3)(B) of the 
Act). 

Section 1903(u)(1)(E) of the Act 
excludes payments as a result of 
“technical errors” from a state's error 
rate calculation; however, the definition 
of technical error is not included in the 
law. The Conference Committee Report 
on Pub. L. 97-248 defines technical 
errors as “errors which if corrected 
would not have made a difference in the 
amount of medical assistance paid.” 
(H.R. Rep. No. 97-760, 97th Congress 2d 
Sess. 439 (1982)). In addition, payments 
made for services provided to any 
individual whose eligibility was 
determined exclusively by the Social 
Security Administration (SSA) under a 
section 1634 agreement are excluded, 
and the Secretary may exclude any 
other classes of individuals whose 
eligibility was determined in part under 
a section 1634 agreement. (Under section 
1634 of the Act, a State may enter into 
an agreement with SSA that allows SSA 


to determine Medicaid eligibility on 
behalf of the State for individuals who 
are eligible for Supp!ementary Security 
Income (SSI) or who are receiving a 
State supplementary payment that is 
federally administered, or both.) 

Since the imposition of disallowance 
regulations, MQC error rates have 
steadily declined. In fact, the national 
average payment error rate has 
decreased from 6.6 percent for the July— 
December 1978 base period to a 
projected rate, after applying the 
provisions of these regulations, of near 3 
percent for the April-September 1981 
and October 1981—March 1982 
assessment perods (the two latest 
completed periods). These figures give 
an encouraging indication that the 3- 
percent standard set forth in this 
document is achievable by the States. 


III. Provisions of the Regulations 


A. Calculation of the Payment Error 
Rate 


As prescribed by the Act, a State’s 
payment error rate will be expressed as 
a ratio of erroneous payments for 
medical assistance to total medical 
assistance expenditures under the State 
plan. 

Erroneous payments are defined in 
the statute and these regulations as 
medical assistance payments that were 
made for an individual or family under 
quality control review who: (a) Was 
ineligible for the review month or at the 
time services were received, or (b) had 
not properly met beneficiary liability 
prior to receiving Medicaid services. 

Beneficiary liability is either the 
amount of excess income that must be 
offset with incurred medical expenses to 
gain eligibility (“spenddown”) or the 
amount of payment a beneficiary must 
make toward the cost of long term care. 

As directed by the Act, in determining 
the amount of erroneous payments for 
cases determined to be ineligible due to 
excess resources, the lesser of the 
amount of excess resources or the 
amount of medical assistance payments 
for the review month is the amount of 
the error. This represents a change from 
previous policy that specified the 
amount of medical assistance payments 
for the review month as the error 
amount. 

Similarly, in determining the amount 
of the error for cases in which there is a 
beneficiary liability error, the amount of 
the error is the smaller of the unmet 
beneficiary liability or the amount of 
medical assistance payments for the 
review month. 

In addition, these regulations 
implement the statutory requirement 
that all payments made on behalf of SSI 
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beneficiaries. whose eligibility is 
determined exclusively by SSA in 
section 1634 contract States are 
excluded from the calculation of the 
payment error rate. These regulations 
continue the exclusion of all payments 
made to SSI beneficiaries in section 1634 
contract States in the same manner in 
which they were excluded in previous 
disallowance regulations. 

These payments are excluded because 
the conditions for agreement for a 
section 1634 contract require that the 
State’s Medicaid eligibility criteria be 
identical to those for SSI eligibility as 
set forth in 20 CFR 416.2111. Therefore, if 
Medicaid eligibility is determined under 
a section 1634 agreement, SSA is 
exclusively determining eligibility and 
States should not be held at risk for 
these determinations. If States impose 
additional eligibility requirements 
beyond those for SSI, payments to SSI 
beneficiaries would then become subject 
to the provisions of these regulations. 

Section 1903(u)(1)(E) of the Act 
excludes payments made as a result of a 
technical error from the determination of 
erroneous payments. As mentioned 
above, Congress indicated that technical 
errors were those that, if corrected, 
would not have made a difference in the 
amount of medical assistance paid. 
Based on inquiries made to 
Congressional staff, we believe that the 
intent of the conferees was to ensure 
that errors caused solely by failure of 
the beneficiary or agency to complete all 
paperwork-type eligibility requirements 
not be included as errors in these 
regulations. 

We are, therefore, defining technical 
errors for MGC purposes as errors in 
conditions of eligibility that, if corrected, 
would not result in a difference in the 
amount of medical assistance paid. 
These errors include, but are not limited 
to, Work Incentive Program 
requirements, the assignment of Social 
Security numbers, the requirement for a 
separate Medicaid application, and 
monthly reporting requirements. 
However, any change in financial 
circumstances or categorical eligibility 
will be counted. For example, if a 
beneficiary fails to make a monthly 
report that would have revealed 
additional income, no error will be cited 
for failure to report, but the additional 
income will be treated under MQC rules. 
These errors are included as technical 
errors because they meet the definition 
of a paperwork requirement. In addition, 
we are including in the definition of 
technical error the assignment of third 
party benefits as a condition of 
Medicaid eligibility. The assignment of 
third party benefits errors are included 





because they meet the definition of a 
paperwork requirement and we want to 
encourage States to elect this optional 
eligibility requirement. This definition is 
included in the regulations. 

B. Determining a State’s Anticipated 
Erroneous Payment Rate 


Section 1903(u)(1)(c) of the Act 
requires the Secretary to project an 
anticipated erroneous payment rate for 
each State and to reduce the State's 
quarterly estimate of FFP for medical 
assistance expenditures by the 
percentage that the State’s error rate 
exceeds 3 percent. The method used to 
calculate the anticipated error rate is 
not included in the statute, but is left to 
the Secretary to prescribe. We 
considered a number of options 
including developing statistical trend 
lines; however, in the final analysis, we 
decided to base the projections on the 
error rates of the two most recently 
completed 6-month sampling periods. 
This method was selected after 
consultation with the State MQC/ 
Corrective Action Technical Advisory 
Group. The group believed that these 
latest data were the best on which to 
base projections for future periods. 

In determining the anticipated 
erroneous medical assistance payment 
rate, HCFA will evaluate the data from 
the two 6-month review periods most 
recently completed by HCFA and the 
State. Determination of a State’s 
anticipated erroneous payment rate will 
take into consideration technical errors 
and the revised method of assigning 
dollar amounts for resource errors, as 
well as corrective actions implemented 
by the State. After the combined error 
rate for those two review periods has 
been adjusted for these revisions, the 
adjusted error rate will become the 
anticipated error rate for the quarter in 
question. The data will continue to be 
adjusted for the resource and technical 
errors until data produced under these 
regulations becomes available. 
However, consideration of implemented 
corrective action will be ongoing. The 
anticipated erroneous medical 
assistance expenditures to be withheld 
from the State's quarterly estimate of 
medical assistance expenditures will be 
based on the difference between the 
State's anticipated error rate and the 3- 
percent tolerance level. 


C. Establishing an Error Rate for States 
that Fail to Cooperate 


Sections 1903{u)(3) (A) and (B) of the 
Act provide that if a State fails to 
cooperate in providing information for 
establishing its error rate or its 
anticipated error rate, the Secretary 
must establish those rates in an 


appropriate manner. This may be done 
by the Secretary directly or under a 
contractual or other arrangement. 
Regardless of the method used by the 
Secretary, the full costs associated with 
determining the error rates must also be 
withheld from the FFP properly claimed 
by the State. 

In implementing this provision, we 
decided to closely follow the language in 
the current disallowance regulations (42 
CFR 431.802(c)(3)) for establishing a 
State’s error rate if the State fails to 
complete a valid review. Therefore, the 
State’s error rate will be based on: (a) A 
special sample or audit; (b) the Federal 
subsample; or (c) other such 
arrangements as the Administrator may 
prescribe. 


D. Computations for Disallowance of 
FFP 

When States request their quarterly 
advance of FFP, HCFA will reduce the 
amount of the estimate of FFP for 
medical assistance expenditures by the 
percentage difference between the 3- 
percent tolerance level and the 
anticipated error rate established by 
HCFA for that quarter. At the close of 
the quarter, this reduction will be 
adjusted to reflect the State’s actual 
expenditures for the quarter. These 
reductions will be noted on the State's 
grant award and are not disallowances. 
Therefore, the quarterly reductions are 
not appealable. 

When the actual error rates for the 
review period are determined, the final 
disallowance amount will be computed 
and adjustments will be made in the FFP 
to reflect these findings. The final error 
rates will be either those determined 
from the State reviews and subsequent 
Federal re-reviews or, if the State fails 
to complete a valid sample, those 
determined by HCFA. The final 
disallowance amount will be the 
product of (1) the difference between the 
3-percent tolerance level and the State's 
established adjusted error rate and (2) 
the amount of the Federal share of 
medical assistance expenditures for the 
review period. 


E. Notice of Disallowance and Waivers 
of Disallowance Based on “Good Faith” 


Section 1903(u){1)(B) of the Act 
permits the Secretary to waive, in 
certain limited cases, all or part of an 
FFP disallowance if a State is unable to 
reach the 3-percent tolerance level 
despite a good faith effort. HCFA will 
evaluate requests for waivers at the time 
of the fina! disallowance. States will be 
allowed 30 days from the date of the 
notice of a potential disallowance to 
apply for a waiver. HCFA will respond 
within 60 days of receipt of all 
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information needed to reach a decision 
on the State’s request for a waiver. 

We have adopted the criteria of the 
current regulation (42 CFR 431.802(f)(2)} 
for evaluating waivers because of the 
similarity of the wording of the two 
laws. However, we have added the 
stipulation that: 

¢ A State must make timely updates 
to corrective action plans that were 
designed to meet the target error rate, 
but did not, in the end, achieve that 
target error rate; and 

¢ A State must complete quality 
control reviews as specified in 42 CFR 
431.800. 

We have added these criteria because 
we believe that effective corrective 
action must be based on corrective 
action plans that reflect the most 
recently available data and that the 
States should have met all the 
requirements of the MQC program to 
receive a waiver. 

The Administrator of HCFA is 
designated by the Secretary as the 
authority to disallow FFP under this 
provision of the Act and to act on 
waiver requests. 


F. Applicability 


Guam, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
the Northern Marianas, and American 
Samoa are excluded from the provisions 
of these regulations under section 
1903(u)(4) of the Act. 


G. Disallowances under the Michel 
Amendment 


Under section 133(c) of Pub. L. 97-248, 
the Medicaid error rate provisions and 
penalties incorporated in the 1980 
Appropriations Act (the Michel 
amendment) are not effective with 
respect to payments to States for 
quarters beginning after September 30, 
1982. We have, therefore, included in 
these regulations a “sunset date” of 
September 30, 1982 for 42 CFR 431.802. 
The error rate targets established under 
the Michel amendment remain in effect 
for all MQC review periods prior to 
October 1, 1982. 


IV. Impact Analysis 
A. Executive Order 


The Secretary has determined that 
these regulations do not meet the 
criteria for a major rule that are set forth 
in section 1{b) of Executive Order No. 
12291. That is, these regulations will not 
have an annual effect on the economy of 
$100 million or otherwise meet the 
threshold criteria of the Executive 
Order. 

The provisions of this rule will result 
in withholdings of FFP in the amount of 
$12 million in FY 1983 and $22 million in 
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FY 1984. These estimates reflect the 
product of the difference between the 3- 
percent national standard and the 
adjusted error rate, and the amount of 
the Federal share of the medical 
assistance expenditures, for those States 
that we anticipate would exceed the 3- 
percent level. We will make prospective 
adjustments to quarterly grant estimates 
of States that exceed the 3-percent level. 

These estimates may vary depending 
on improvement of State error rates. The 
estimates are below the $100 million 
threshold. Further, it is the statutory 
provisions and not these regulations that 
will result in the program savings. 
Therefore, a regulatory impact analysis 
is not required. 


B. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 


The Secretary certifies, under 5 U.S.C. 
605(b) enacted by the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-354), that 
these regulations will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 

These regulations implement 
congressionally mandated tolerance 
levels for erroneous payments in the 
Medicaid program. The regulations 
affect only State Medicaid agencies, 
which do not fall into the category of 
small governmental jurisdictions as 
defined by Pub. L. 96-354. However, 
even if there were a significant effect on 
a substantial number of small entities, 
we have determined that this effect is 
the result of the statutory provisions and 
not these regulations which merely 
implement the provisions. Therefore, a 
regulatory flexibility analysis is not 
required. 


V. Other Required Information 
A. Waiver of Proposed Rulemaking 


We are publishing these regulations 
as an interim final rule with comment 
period without notice of proposed 
rulemaking procedures. For reasons 
discussed below, we believe that 
publishing an NPRM on the error rate 
tolerance regulations would be contrary 
to the public interest. 

Congress has expressed continuing | 
concern for improving the rate of 
erroneous eligibility payments in the 
Medicaid program. This concern was 
evidenced by the enactment of the 
Michel amendment (Pub. L. 96-123) and 
section 133 of Pub. L. 97-248 which these 
regulations implement. The urgency of 
Congress’ desire for program 
improvement is demonstrated by the 
fact that section 133 was effective upon 
enactment, September 3, 1982, and by 
the requirement for prospective 
reductions of a State's quarterly request 
for medical assistance funds when 


HCFA projects an error rate exceeding 
the 3-percent national standard. Failure 
to have final regulations in place as 
soon as possible after April 1, 1983, the 
beginning of the first period for which 
reductions must be taken, is contrary to 
public interest. 

Although Secretarial discretion is 
provided in three areas (good faith 
waivers, definition of technical errors, 
and exclusion from the error rate of 
payments made for certain SSI 
beneficiaries), the statute clearly 
delineates the major provisions included 
in these regulations. Two of the three 
areas of discretion (good faith waivers 
and the SSI exclusion) have previously 
been subjected to the NPRM process as 
provisions of the Michel amendment 
regulations and are essentially the same 
in these regulations. In addition, these 
regulations affect only States and they 
have been informed of the development 
of these provisions. These provisions are 
not materially different from the present 
qualify control program that has been in 
effect since 1978. 

However, we do not intend to deprive 
States or any other interested parties of 
their opportunity to comment on these 
regulations. Therefore, we are issuing 
these regulations on an interim final 
basis and are soliciting public comment. 
We will consider all public comments 
we receive on this rule, determine 
whether changes in these regulations are 
needed, and publish final regulations by 
December 30, 1983. 


B. Waiver of Delayed Effective Date 


We are publishing these regulations 
with an effective date of April 1, 1983. A 
delayed effective date of 30 days is 
waived because we believe delayed 
implementation of these regulations 
would be contrary to public interest. 

As stated above in section A., Waiver 
of Proposed Rulemaking, Congress 
demonstrated the urgency of its desire 
for program improvement by making 
section 133 of Pub. L. 97-248 effective 
upon enactment and requiring 
implementation during the quarter 
beginning April 1, 1983. 

These regulations effect only State 
Medicaid agencies and all of these 
agencies have been informed of our 
intent to implement the provisions of 
section 133 for the quarter beginning 
April 1, 1983. In addition, a technical 
assistance group comprised of State 
Medicaid agency personne! have had 
direct input into the development of this 
rule. 

For these reasons, we believe that 
failure to make these regulations 
effective on April 1, 1983, when the first 
reductions must be taken, is contrary to 
the public interest. 


C. Comments 


Because of the large number of 
comments we receive, we cannot 
acknowledge or respond to them 
individually. However, we will consider 
any comments on this rule that are 
mailed by the date specified in the 
“DATES” section. If, as a result of 
public comments, we conclude that 
changes in these interim final 
regulations are needed, we will respond 
to the comments and include these 
changes in the final regulations 
described in item A above. 


D. List of Subjects in 42 CFR Part 431 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Contracts (Agreements), Fair 
hearings, Federal financial participation, 
Grant-in-Aid program—health, Health 
facilities, Health maintenance 
organizations (HMO), Indians, 
Information (Disclosure), Medicaid, 
Mental health centers, Prepaid health 
plans, Privacy, Quality control, and 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirement. 

42 CFR Chapter IV is amended as set 
forth below. 


PART 431—STATE ORGANIZATION 
AND GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 


42 CFR Part 431 is amended as set 
forth below: 

The authority citation for Part 431 
reads as follows: 

Authority: Sec. 1102 of the Social Security 
Act, (42 U.S.C. 1302), unless otherwise noted. 


1. The table of contents for Part 431, 

Subpart P is amended by adding 

§ 431.803. 

§ 431.803 Disallowance of Federal financial 
participation for erroneous State 
payments (effective April 1, 1983) 

2. Section 431.800 is amended by 
revising paragraph (a) to read as 
follows: 


§ 431.800 Medicaid quality control (MQC) 
system. 
. (a) Basis and purpose. 

(1) Basis. This subpart implements the 
following sections of the Act, which 
establish requirements for State plans 
and for payment of Federal financial 
participation (FFP) to States: 

1902{a)(4) Administrative methods for 
proper and efficient operation of the State 

lan. 
' 1903(u) Limitation of FFP for erroneous 
medical assistance expenditures. 

(2) Purpose. This section establishes 
State plan requirements for a Medicaid 
quality control system designed to 
reduce erroneous expenditures by 
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monitoring eligibility determinations, 
third-party liability activities, and 
claims processing. 

3. Section 431.802 is amended by 
revising paragraph (a)(2) to read as 
follows: 


§ 431.802 Disallowance of Federal 
financial participation for erroneous State 
payments (effective October 1, 1980 
through September 30, 1982. 

(a) Purpose and applicability * 

(2) Applicability. This section applies 
to all States for the 12-month annual 
assessment periods of October 1980- 
September 1981 and October 1981- 
September 1982. Beginning April 1, 1983, 
all States except Puerto Rico, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, the Northern Mariana 
Islands, and American Samoa must 
follow the rules and procedures 
specified in § 431.803. 


* * 


4. Section 431.803 is added to read as 
follows: 


§431.803 Disallowance of Federal 
financial participation for erroneous State 
payments (effective April 1, 1983). 


(a) Purpose and applicability. 

(1) Purpose. This section establishes 
rules and procedures for disallowing 
Federal financial participation (FFP) in 
erroneous medical assistance payments 
due to eligibility and beneficiary 
liability errors, as detected through the 
Medicaid quality control (MQC) system 
required under § 431.800. 

(2) Applicability. This section will 
apply to all States except Puerto Rico, 
Guam, the Virgin Islands, the Northern 
Mariana Islands, and American Samoa 
for the period of April 1983-September 
1983 and for each full fiscal year 
thereafter beginning with the October 
1983-September 1984 annual assessment 
period. 

(b) Definitions. For purposes of this 
section—‘‘Administrator” means the 
Administrator, Health Care Financing 
Administration or his or her designee. 

“Annual assessment period” means 
the 12-month period October 1 through 
September 30 and includes two 6-month 
sample periods (October—March and 
April-September). 

“Beneficiary liability” means— 

(1) The amount of excess income that 
must be offset with incurred medical 
expenses to gain eligibility; or 

(2) The amount of payment a recipient 
must make toward the cost of long term 
care. 

“Erroneous payments” means the 
Medicaid payment that was made for an 
individual or family under review who— 
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(1) Was ineligible for the review 
month or at the time services were 
received; or 

(2) Had not properly met beneficiary 
liability prior to receiving Medicaid 
services. 

“National standard” means a 3- 
percent eligibility payment error rate. 

“State payment error rate” means the 
ratio of erroneous payments for medical 
assistance detected under the MQC 
system for each annual assessment 
period (or the period April-September 
1983) to total expenditures for medical 
assistance {lees payments to 
Supplemental Security Income 
beneficiaries in section 1634 contract 
States) for the same period. 

“Technical error” means errors in 
eligibility conditions that, if corrected, 
would not result in a difference in the 
amount of medical assistance paid; that 
is, Work Incentive Program 
requirements, assignment of social 
security numbers, the requirement for a 
separate Medicaid application, monthly 
reporting requirements, and assignment 
of rights to third-party benefits as a 
condition of eligibility for Medicaid. 

(c) Setting the State’s payment error 
rate. 

(1) A payment error rate for each 
State is determined by HCFA for the 
period April-September 1983 and for 
each annual assessment period 
thereafter by computing the ratio of 
erroneous payments for medical 
assistance to total expenditures for 
medical assistance for that State under 
its State plan in effect at the time of 
review. This ratio incorporates the 
findings of a federally re-reviewed 
subsample of the State’s review 
findings. 

(2) The State’s payment error rate 
does not include payments made on 
behalf of individuals whose eligibility 
determinations were made exclusively 
by the Social Security Administration 
under an agreement under section 1634 
of the Act. 

(3) The amount of erroneous payments 
is determined as follows: 

(i) For ineligible cases resulting from 
excess resources, the amount of error is 
the lesser of — 

(A) The amount of the payments made 
on behalf of the family or individual for 
the review month; or 

(B) The difference between the actual 
amount of countable resources of the 
family or individual for the review 
month and the State’s applicable 
resource standard in the approved State 
plan. 

(ii) For ineligible cases resulting from 
other than excess resources, the amount 
of error is the total amount of medical 
assistance payments made for the 


individual! or family under review for the 
review month. 

(iii) For erroneous payments resulting 
from failure to properly meet beneficiary 
liability, the amount of error is the lesser 
of— 

(A) The amount of payments made on 
behalf of the family or individual for the 
review month; or 

(B) The difference between the correct 
amount of beneficiary liability and the 
amount of beneficiary liability met by 
the individual or family for the review 
month. 

(4) In determining the amount of 
erroneous payments, errors caused by 
technical errors are not included. 

(5) If a State fails to cooperate in 
completing a valid MQC sample or 
individual reviews in a timely and 
appropriate fashion as required, HCFA 
will establish the State’s payment error 
rate based on either— 

(i) A special sample or audit; 

(ii) The Federal subsample; or 

(iii) Other arrangements as the 
Administrator may prescribe. 

(6) When it is necessary for HCFA to 
exercise the authority in paragraph 
(c)(5) of this section, the amount that 
would otherwise be payable to the State 
under title XIX of the Act is reduced by 
the full costs incurred by HCFA in 
making these determinations. HCFA 
may make these determinations either 
directly or under contractual or other 
arrangements. 

(d) Computation for disallowance of 
FFP. 

(1) Each State must, for the April- 
September 1983 period and for each 
annual assessment period thereafter, 
have a payment error rate no greater 
than 3 percent or be subject to a ~ 
disallowance in FFP. 

(2) Before the beginning of each 
quarter, HCFA will project the 
anticipated medical assistance payment 
error rate for each State for that quarter. 
The anticipated payment error rate is 
based on the State’s payment error rate 
for the two 6-month sample periods 
most recently completed by States and 
HCFA. If a State fails to complete either 
of those two periods, HCFA will assign 
the State an error rate as prescribed in 
paragraph (c)(5) of this section. 

(3) The anticipated payment error rate 
established in paragraph (d)(2) of this 
section may then be adjusted by HCFA 
based on the effect anticipated by 
HCFA of corrective action implemented 
by the State and a final anticipated 
payment error rate will be established 
by the Administrator. 

(4) Based on the anticipated error rate 
established in paragraph (d)(3) of this 
section, HCFA will reduce the State’s 
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estimate of its FFP requirements for FFP 
for medical assistance for the quarter by 
the percentage by which the anticipated 
payment error rate exceeds the 
3-percent national standard. This 
reduction will be applied against the 
State’s total estimate of FFP for medical 
assistance expenditures prior to any 
other required reductions. The reduction 
will be noted on the State’s grant award 
for the quarter and does not constitute a 
disallowance. 

(5) After the end of each quarter, an 
adjustment to the reduction will be 
made based on the State’s actual 
expenditures. 

(6) After the actual payment error rate 
has been established for an assessment 
period, HCFA will compute the actual 
amount of the disallowance and adjust 
the FFP payable to each State based on 
the difference between the amount 
previously withheld for each quarter 
during the appropriate assessment 
period and the amount that should have 
been withheld based on the State’s 
actual final error rate. 

(7) HCFA will compute the amount to 
be withheld or disallowed as follows: 

(i) Subtract the 3-percent national 
standard from the State’s anticipated or 
actual payment error rate percentage. 

(ii) If the difference is greater than 
zero, the Federal medical assistance 
funds for the period, excluding 
payments for those individuals whose 
eligibility for Medicaid was determined 
exclusively or in part by the Social 
Security Administration under a section 
1634 agreement, are multiplied by that 
percentage. This product is the amount 
of the disallowance or withholding. 

(8) A State’s payment error rate for an 
annual assessment period is the sum of 
the weighted average of the payment 
error rates in the two 6-month review 
periods. 

(9) The weights are established as the 
percent of the total annual payments 
that occur in each of the 6-month 
periods. 


Example: Assume that the State has an 
anticipated payment error rate of 6 percent 
for the April-June 1983 quarter. The State 
submits an estimate for medical assistance 
expenditures of $100,000 in FFP for that 
quarter. The State's actual expenditures for 
the April-June 1983 quarter justify only 
$90,000 in FFP. The actual payment error rate 
for that quarter is determined to be 8 percent. 


(i) The State has a payment error rate 
in excess of the tolerance level equal to 
3 percent (6 percent —3 percent). 

(ii) The State’s initial grant award for 
the April-June 1983 quarter is reduced 
by $3,000 ($100,000 x 0.03). 

(iii) After the quarter ends, and the 
State's actual expenditures are known, 
HCFA determines that the actual 


reduction should have been $2,700 
($90,000 x 0.03). 

(iv) When the grant award for the 
April-June 1983 quarter is finalized, an 
increasing adjustment of $300 ($3,000 
— $2,700) is made. 

(v) When the actual payment error 
rate for the April-June 1983 quarter is 
determined to be 8 percent, the State is 5 
percent above the tolerance level. HCFA 
notifies the State of a final disallowance 
of $4,500 ($90,000 x 0.05). Since $2,700 
has already been withheld from the 
State, HCFA would offset a future grant 
award by an additional $1,800 ($4,500 
— $2,700). 


(e) Notice to States and showing of 
good faith. 

(1) When the actual payment error 
rate data are finalized for the April- 
September 1983 assessment period and 
each annual assessment period 
thereafter, HCFA will establish each 
State’s error rate and the amount of any 
potential disallowance. States that have 
error rates above the national standard 
will be notified by letter of their error 
rates and the amount of the potential 
disallowance. 

(i) The State has 30 days from the date 
of receipt of this notification to show 
that this disallowance should not be 
made because it made a good faith effort 
to meet the national standard. 

(ii) If the Administrator finds that the 
State did not meet its target error rate 
despite a good faith effort, HCFA will 
reduce the disallowance in whole, or in 
part, as the Administrator finds 
appropriate under the circumstances 
shown by the State. 

(iii) A finding that a State did not meet 
the target error rate despite a good faith 
effort will be limited to extraordinary 
circumstances. 

(iv) The decision of the Administrator 
will be communicated to the State by 
letter no later than 60 days from the date 
of receipt of all information needed to 
make a determination based on the 
State’s request for a good faith waiver. 

(2) Some examples of circumstances 
under which the Administrator may find 
that a State did not meet the target error 
rate despite a good faith effort are— 

(i) Disasters such as fire, flood, or civil 
disorders that— 

(A) Require the diversion of 
significant personnel normally assigned 
to Medicaid eligibility administration; or 

(B) Destroyed or delayed access to 
significant records needed to make or 
maintain accurate eligibility 
determinations; 

(ii) Strikes that result in the disruption 
of State staff or other government or 
private personnel necessary to the 
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determination of eligibility or processing 
of case changes; 


(iii) Sudden and unanticipated 
workload changes which result from 
changes in Federal law and regulation, 
or rapid, unpredictable caseload growth 
in excess of, for example, 15 percent for 
a 6-month period; 


(iv) State actions resulting from 
incorrect written policy interpretation to 
the State by a Federal official 
reasonably assumed to be in a position 
to provide that interpretation; and 


(v) The State timely developed and 
implemented a corrective action plan 
which the Administrator finds to be 
reasonably designed to meet the target 
error rate, but the target error rate was 
not achieved. In evaluating whether the 
State made a good faith effort in these 
circumstances, the Administrator will 
consider the following factors: 


(A) Submittal of annual corrective 
action plans to the HCFA Regional 
Office by July 31 of each year with 
revisions to the plan made within 60 
days of identification of additional error 
prone areas, other significant changes in 
the error rate, or changes in planned 
corrective action. 


(B) The State must have operated an 
MQC eligibility program in accordance 
with the provisions of § 431.800. 


(C) Demonstrated commitment by 
senior management to the error 
reduction program; for example, 
priorities and goals clearly enunciated 
to staff, accountability for performance, 
availability of resources. 


(D) Sufficiency and quality of systems 
designed to reduce errors that are 
operational in the State; for example, 
BENDEX, SDX, monthly reporting, error 
prone profiles, local agency monitoring 
systems, computer clearances. 


(E) Use of effective systems and 
procedures for the statistical and 
program analysis of QC and related 
data; for example, statistical tests, 
tabulations and cross tabulations, error 
prone profiles, corrective action 
committees, special studies. 


(F) Effective management and 
execution of the corrective action 
process; for example, assignment of 
responsibilities, milestones for 
completing tasks, substantial completion 
of tasks, monitoring of progress. 


(4) The failure of a State to act upon 
necessary legislative changes or to 
obtain budget authorization for needed 
resources is not a ground for a waiver. 
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(5) A State may request 
reconsideration of a disallowance under 
this section in accordance with the 
procedures specified in 45 CFR Part 16. 


(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 13.714, Medical Assistance 
Program) 


Dated: February 28, 1983. 
Carolyne K. Davis, 
Administrator, Health Care Financing 
Administration. 
Approved: April 6, 1983. 
Margaret M. Heckler, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 83-17167 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
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OFFICE OF PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT 


5 CFR Part 950 


Solicitation of Federal Civilian and 
Uniformed Services Personnel for 
Contributions to Private Voluntary 
Charitable Organizations 


AGENCY: Office of Personnel 
Management. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: The United States Office of 


Personnel Management (OPM) proposes 
to revise the regulations that govern the 
Combined Federal Campaign and other 
solicitations of Federal civilian and 
uniformed services personnel for 
contributions to private voluntary 
charitable organizations. The proposed 
revisions would implement Executive 
Order No. 12404 (February 10, 1983), 48 
FR 6685 (February 15, 1983), and 
improve technical aspects of 
administration of the Combined Federal 
Campaign. 

DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before July 25, 1983. 

appress: Send or deliver comments to 
Joseph A. Morris, General Counsel, U.S. 
Office of Personnel Management, 1900 E 
Street, NW., Room 5H30, Washington, 
D.C. 20415. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
joseph A. Morris, General Counsel, (202) 
632-4632. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
voluntary extension of charitable 
assistance to people in need reflects a 
high level of civic responsibility. 
Permitting private sector charities to 
enter the Federal workplace to solicit for 
contributions, therefore, is a worthy and 
remarkable exercise of Presidential 
discretion. In the last two decades of the 
the exercise of this discretion through 
the Combined Federal Campaign, 
Federal employees have distinguished 
themselves by their civic generosity: the 
charitable impulse of the Federal worker 
runs deep. 

The purposes of the Combined 
Federal Campaign were, from its 
inception, the generation of support for 
health and welfare charities and the 
minimization of attendant disruption in 
the Federal workplace. For most of the 
first two decades of the life of the 
Combined Federal Campaign, there was 
aearly universal concurrence that its 
‘ocus was properly placed on health and 
welfare charities rather than on the 
entire universe of voluntary, non-profit, 
and philanthropic activities. 

In the wake of judicial findings that 
che former ground rules of the Combined 


Federal Campaign inadequately and 
imprecisely distinguished among kinds 
of the philanthropies, OPM was 
persuaded a few years ago to 
experiment with a relaxation of its 
standards of eligibility for the Combined 
Federal Campaign. Over a three-year 
period, several entities that are not 
health and welfare charities (and 
therefore would not previously have 
been admitted to the Campaign} were 
admitted. During the 1982 Combined 
Federal Campaign, organized boycotts 
of the drive were instituted in several 
locations throughout the United States 
as a direct response to the increasing 
participation of non-health-and-welfare 
organizations, particularly advocacy 
groups, legal defense funds, and other 
entities oriented toward political causes. 
Employees in many locations reduced or 
eliminated their contributions. Only 
with the extreme effort and vigorous 
exhortation of many responsible union 
leaders, Federal officials, Members of 
Congress, and others, and with the 
assurance the Government would 
promptly undertake to review the 
groundrules of the Combined Federal 
Campaign, was the 1982 Campaign 
completed with success. Such 
extraordinary exertions cannot be 
sustained from year to year; such 
assurances must be fulfilled. 

A failure after these events to focus 
the Campaign on its true and historical 
objective—the support of human health 
and welfare charity—would seriously 
undermine the Campaign as a means for 
helping needy Americans and for 
maintaining our society's essential 
commitments to the infirm, the aged, the 
poor, and the distressed. The courts 
themselves have recognized the 
obligation of the Government to 
establish clear standards and limits for 
programs that should serve 
unambiguous purposes. 

The basic rules presently authorizing 
and controlling charitable solicitation in 
the Federal workplace were established 
by President Reagan in Executive Order 
No. 12353 (March 23,1982), 47 FR 12,785 
(March 25, 1982). The regulationg set 
forth at 5 CFR Part 950 were 
promulgated as final rules at 47 FR 
29,496 (July 6, 1982) in implementation of 
that Executive Order. On February 10, 
1983, President Reagan issued Executive 
Order No. 12404, which amended 
Executive Order No. 12353 by providing 
a clear statement of the purposes of the 
Combined Federal Campaign and by 
clarifying the criteria that determine the 
eligibility of a private voluntary 
charitable agency for authorization to 
solicit contributions in the Federal 
workplace. 
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As now clearly established by the 
President, the objectives of the 
Cambined Federal Campaign are: (1) To 
lessen the burdens of government and of 
local communities in meeting needs of 
human health and welfare; (2) to provide 
a convenient channel through which 
Federal public servants may contribute 
to these efforts; (3) to minimize or 
eliminate disruption of the Federal 
workplace and costs to Federal 
taxpayers that such fund-raising may 
entail; and (4) to avoid the reality and 
appearance of the use of Federal 
resources in aid of fund-raising for 
political activity or advocacy of public 
policy, lobbying, or philanthropy of any 
kind that does not directly serve needs 
of human health and welfare. Consonant 
with these objectives the President has 
ordered that participation in the 
Combined Federal Campaign be limited 
to voluntary, charitable, health and 
welfare agencies that provide direct 
health and welfare services to 
individuals or their families. 

There are many reasons for the 
participation restrictions set forth in 
Executive Order No. 12404 and these 
proposed regulations. First, the 
Government's interest in neutrality and 
avoiding the appearance of favoritism is 
strong and substantial. This is so not 
only because the Government provides 
the forum for solicitation, but also 
because the Combined Federal 
Campaign utilizes Federal employees to 
solicit funds at the Federal workplace, 
during working hours, at a significant 
additional expense to the Federal 
Government. Because the Government's 
involvement is great, the Government's 
concern for neutrality is correspondingly 
great. 

Second, actual experience with the 
Combined Federal Campaign has 
convinced OPM that the inclusion of 
politically-oriented groups and 
advocacy organizations has resulted in 
extensive disruption of the Federal 
workplace and a decline in the number 
of contributors. The threat of even more 
serious harm—because of 
politiciz.tion—may be realized in future 
years if the Combined Federal 
Campaign does not concentrate on the 
support of charities directly providing 
health and welfare benefits rather than 
the financing of political, social, and 
other non-health-and-welfare causes. 

Third, the Government has a strong 
interest in not subjecting its employees 
to politically-based appeals while they 
are @ captive audience at work. 

Fourth, OPM can now clearly see that 
the Combined Federal Campaign is in 
danger of inundation by advocacy and 
other non-health-and-welfare groups. 
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Scores of such organizations, reflecting 
a kaleidoscopic array of political, 
ideological, racialist, cultural, and other 
causes, as well as programs with non- 
human beneficiaries, have expressed 
interest in participating in the next and 
future Campaigns. OPM is concerned 
both about the escalation in controversy 
and polarization that will result and 
about the potential for sheer 
unmanageability to the numbers 
involved. 

In proposing these regulations, OPM 
has attempted to resolve the several 
problems caused by the admission of 
advocacy, legal defense, and other such 
groups to the Combined Federal 
Campaign. In so doing, OPM has been 
careful not to discriminate against any 
particular viewpoint and to exclude 
advocacy evenhandedly, confining 
participation in the Campaign to 
traditional health and welfare charities. 

Thus the line is drawn at private, 
voluntary, charitable agencies that 
directly provide health and welfare 
services to human beings. 

. Having drawn this line, one further 
reality must be confronted. A private, 
voluntary, charitable agency that 
directly provides health and welfare 
services to human beings could, in the 
course of events, undertake a certain 
amount of incidental lobbying, litigation, 
or other activities other than the 
rendering of health and welfare 
services. OPM proposes a simple 
numerical standard—15 percent of total 
annual expenditures—for making this 
distinction in order to enhance 
objectivity and predictability of 
decision-making. While recognizing that 
other lines of distinction might also be 
workable, OPM proposes the 15 percent 
standard on the Caste of the belief that 
this is the most reasonable point of 
demarcation between health-and- 
welfare service providers and other 
organizations substantially oriented 
toward political or other non-health- 
and-welfare activity. It also has the 
virtue of similarity to parallel standards 
that already have congressional 
sanction and operational familiarity to 
the chartible community. 

OPM recognizes that a purly 
numerical test based on expenditures 
may be unduly rigid, particularly in a 
context where much significant activity 
consists of volunteered sevices that do 
not readily lend themselves to precise 
quantification or expression in terms of 
expenditures. Accordingly, the proposed 
regulations would permit otherwise 
eligible health and welfare charities that 
do not meet the percentage test to 
petition for reconsideration of their 
applications for admission to the 
Combined Federal Campaign if they can 


show that certain conditions can be 
satisfied. These conditions include 
circumstances in which an evaluation of 
expenditures alone significantly distorts 
the true picture of a charity's activities. 
They also include situations in which a 
charity can demonstrate that activities 
that do not, on their face, constitute the 
delivery of qualifying health and welfare 
services in fact do directly further the 
charity's ability to render them. If any 
such petitions are granted, OPM 
proposes to issue written decisions in 
explanation of its determinations. The 
purpose of this procedure is to enhance 
the consistency and predictability of the 
eligibility process for the benefit of 
current and future applicants, without 
creating an unduly burdensome new 
system of paperwork. 

The President has also eliminated the 
former requirement that all charities 
taking part in the Combined Federal 
Campaign be national in scope; local 
charities that provide direct human 
health and welfare services will now be 
permitted to participate in the Combined 
Federal Campaign in the local 
solicitation areas that they serve. 
Because local voluntary agencies will 
now be eligible, and eligibility has been 
thereby liberalized, eligibility criteria for 
federated groups and national voluntary 
agencies can be tightened for more 
efficient administration, without limiting 
access to the Combined Federal 
Campaign. 

At bottom, the proposed regulations 
would modify 5 CFR Part 950 to ensure 
fidelity to the objectives declared by the 
President and to effectuate the eligibility 
changes that he has directed. In light of 
administrative experience gained in the 
1982 Combined Federal Campaign, the 
proposed rules would also modify a few 
technical aspects of campaign 
administration. For clarity of 
presentation, only the proposed 
revisions of 5 CFR Part 950 are set forth 
in this notice. When, after comments 


’ have been received and considered, a 


notice of final rulemaking is published, 5 
CFR Part 950, as amended, will be set 
forth in full. 


Request for Specific Comments 


In addition to welcoming comments 
on all aspects of the proposed 
regulations, OPM would appreciate 
receiving views in response to the 
following specific questions: What 
qualitative and quantitative standards 
should be applied within the framework 
of Executive Order No. 12404 for 
determining if a voluntary, charitable 
health and welfare agency that is 
otherwise eligible to solicit in the 
Combined Federal Campaign should be 
disqualified on account of lobbying, 
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litigation, or other non-health-and- 
welfare service activities? Should OPM 
prescribe a specific numerical standard 
that depends on ratios comparing funds 
devoted to lobbying, litigation, and other 
non-health-and-welfare service 
activities with funds expended overall? 


Finding on Comment Period 
The Director of OPM finds that good 


' cause exists for setting the comment 


period on this proposed rulemaking at 30 
days. This comment period will allow 
sufficient time for all interested Federal 
agencies, Federal employees, Federal 
employee organizations and unions, 
voluntary charitable agencies, 
charitable federated groups, and other 
parties to comment on the proposal, 
which has been generally anticipated on 
account of the widespread public notice 
that has been given to Executive Order 
No. 12404 (February 10, 1983). It will also 
permit a speedy process of evaluating 
and assimilating comments and 
promulgating a final rule, all necessary 
in order to permit OPM to solicit 
applications, hold public eligibility 
hearings, organize local compaigns, and 
perform the other tasks essential to the 
conduct of a fair, timely, orderly, and 
successful Combined Federal Campaign 
in 1983. 


Scope 


This part governs all fund-raising by 
private voluntary charitable agencies 
among Federal employees and members 
of the uniformed services of the United 
States. Thus it is applicable to civilian 
and uniformed services personnel in all 
Executive departments and agencies 
throughout the world. 


E.O. 12291, Federal Regulations. 


OPM has determined that this is not a 
major rule for the purposes of Executive 
Order No. 12291, Federal Regulations, 
because it will not result in: 

(1) An annual effect on the economy 
of $100 million or more; 

(2) A major increase in costs or prices 
for consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions; or 

(3) Significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act 


I hereby certify that this regulation 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of smal! 
entities. The nominal costs to voluntary 





charitable agencies and charitable 
federated groups that are associated 
with application for admission to, and 
voluntary perticipation in, the Combined 
Federal Campaign are essentially the 
same as under current and past 
procedures. 


List of Subjects in 5 CFR Part 950 


Charitable contributions, Goverment 
employees. 
United States Office of Personnel 
Management. 
Donald J. Devine, 
Director. 


PART 950—{AMENDED} 


Accordingly, the Office of Personnel 
Management proposes to amend 5 CFR 
Part 950 as follows: 

1. Section 950.101 would be revised to 
read as follows: 


§ 950.1871 Definitions. 

(a)(1) The terms “voluntary agency,” 
“voluntary health and welfare agency,” 
“voluntary charitable agency,” and 
“voluntary charitable health and 
welfare agency” mean an organization 
that: 

(i) Is organized and operated for the 
purpose of rendering one or more of the 
following services directly to, and for 
the direct benefit of, human beings: 

(A) Delivery of health care to ill of 
infirm individuals; 

(B) Education and training of 
personne! for the delivery of health care 
to ill or infirm individuals; 

(C) Health research for the benefit of 
ill or infirm individuals; 

(D) Delivery of education, training, 
and care to physically and mentally 
handicapped individuals; 

(E) Treatment, care, rehabilitation, 
and counseling of juvenile delinquents, 
criminals, released convicts, persons 
who abuse drugs or alcohol, persons 
who are victims of intra-family violence 
or abuse, persons who are otherwise in 
need of social adjustment and 
rehabilitation, and the families of such 
persons; 

(F) Relief of victims ef crime, war, 
casualty, famine, natural disasters, and 


wide services that directly assist needy, 
poor, and indigent individuals, i 
provision of emergency relief and 
shelter, recreation, transportation, 
preparation and delivery of meals, 
educational opportunities, and job 
training; 

(H) Legal aid services that are 
provided to. needy, poor, and indigent 
individuals solely because of their 
inability to afford legal counsel and 


the 


without a@ policy or practice of 
discrimination for or against the kind of 
cause, claim, or defense of the 
individual, 

(I) Protection of families that, on 
account of need, poverty, indigence, or 
emergency, are in long-term or short- 
term need of family, child-care, and 
maternity services, child and marriage 
counseling, foster care, and guidance or 
assistance in the management and 
maintenance of the home and 
household; 

(Ff) Direct relief of needy, poor, and 
indigent infants and children, and’ of 
orphans, including the provision of 
adoption services; 

(K} Direct relief of needy, poor, and 
indigent adults and of the elderly; 

(L) Assistance, consistent with the 
mission of the Department of Defense, to 
members of the armed forces and their 
families; 

(M) Assistance, consistent with the 
mission of the Federal agency or facility 
involved, to members of its staff or 
service who, by reason of geographic 
isolation, emergency conditions, injury 
in the line of duty, or other 
extraordinary circumstances, have 
exceptional health or welfare needs; or 

(N} Lessening of the burdens of 
government with respect to the 
provision of any of the foregoing 
services; 

(ii) Meets all eligibility requirements 
established in this part; and can show 
that it met all such requirements in the 
fiscal year of the organization for the 
period immediately preceding the 
closing date established by the Director 
for the submission of its application for 
admission. to the Combined Federal 
Campaign for a particular year; 

(iii) Is an organization described in, 
and qualifying under, 26 U.S.C. 501fc)(3); 
is not an “action organization” within. 
the meaning of 26.CFR 1.501(c)(3}-1(3); 
and is eligible to receive tax-deductible 
contributions under 26 U.S.C. 170; 

(iv) Does not participate in, or 
intervene directly or indirectly in, any 
political campaign on behalf of or in 
opposition to any candidate for public 
office, or ow behalf of any side or 
position in @ public referendum, 
initiative, or similar procedure; and 

(v) Except as provided in 5 CFR 
950.101(a)f4)}, has articles of organization 
that do not expressly empower the 
organization to, and the organization 
does not, expend more than the 
proportions set forth in 5 CFR 
950.101{a){2)} of ite total expenditures on 
any or alk of the follewing activities: 

(A) Activities that are not in 
furtherance of the purposes set forth in 5 
CFR 956.202fa){1){i); 
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(B) Activities (other than activities 
directly related to the organization's 
participation in the Combined Federal 
Campaign) for purposes of influencing 
legislation or rulemaking at any level of 
Federal, State, or local ; and 

(C} Activities for purposes of litigation 
(including contributing to the expenses 
thereof), other than litigation undertaken 
as a necessary part of the provision of 
legal aid services as set forth in 5 CFR 
950.101(a)(1)(i)(H); provided that the 
activities described in this subsection (5 
CFR.950.101(a)fi)fv}{C)) shall not include 
activities to protect the existence of the 
organization, its tax exempt status, its 
participation in the Combined Federal 
Campaign, or its own direct and private 
interests, as opposed to the interests of 
the causes or policy goals that it 
supports. 

(2) The maximum level of 
expenditures permitted by 5 CFR 
950.101(a}{1)(¥) without. disqualifying an 
organization from participation in the 
Combined Federal Campaign shall be 
15% of the organization’s total annual 
expenditures; Provided that the level of 
expenditures thus made in the 
aggregate, on any and all activities 
identified in 5 CFR 950:101(a}(1){(v) may 
not, in any one year, exceed the sum of 
$1,000,000; and Provided further that no 
more than one-fourth of the maximum 
level of expenditures thus. made may be 
expended in any one year as grass roots 
expenditures. 

(3) For purposes of the: preceding 
subsection (5 CFR 950:101{a){2)],. the 
following definitiens. shall apply: 

(i} The term “influencing legislation” 
shall have the same. meaning that it has 
in. 26 U.S.C. 4921 (d)}; 

(ii} The term “influencing rulemaking” 
shall have the same meaning that the 
term “‘i ] Y in 26 
U.S.C. 4911(d} would have if the term 
“rulemaking” were substituted therein 
for the term “legislation”, and the term 
“government agency” were substituted 


_ therein for the term “legislative bady”; 


(iii) The term “rulemaking” shalb have 
the same ing that the term “rule 
making” has in 5 U.S.C. 552§5);. 

(iv) The term “expenditures” shall 
mean all money expended or debts 


38 


expenditures’ 
expenditures made by the organization 
in its fiscal year; and 

(vi} The term “grass roots 
expenditures” shall mean all 
expenditures made by the organization 
for the purposes described in 48 U.S.C. 
4911(d){1){A) and for the purposes that 
would be described in 49 U.S.C. 


_ 4922(d)(1)A) if the term “rulemaking” 
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were substituted therein for the term 
“legislation.” 

(4) An organization that has been 
notified by the Director that it does not 
satisfy the requirements of 5 CFR 
950.101(a)(1)(v) may nonetheless petition 
the Director for inclusion in the 
Combined Federal Campaign. The 
Director shall, from time to time, 
announce through the Federal Personne) 
Manual System or other appropriate 
instruments the time, place, and manner 
in which such a petition may be filed. 
The petition shall set forth specific facts 
and circumstances in support thereof. 
The Director shall grant the petition if he 
determines that the organization's 
activities described in paragraph 
(a)(1){v) (A); (B), and (C) of this section 
taken as a whole: 

(i) Do not significantly exceed the 
limits described in 5 CFR 950:101(a)(2), 
taking into account other indices of 
activity not adequately accounted for by 
the measurement of expenditures (such 
as the use of volunteer services or in- 
kind contributions); and 

{ii) Are in direct furtherance of the 
organization's activities described in 5 
CFR 959.101{a)(1){i). Any such 
determination by the Director shall be in 
writing, shall succinctly state the basis 
for the determination, and shall be 
available to the public. 

2. 5 CFR 950.201(a) would be revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 950.201 Development of policy and 
procedures. 

(a) Director, U.S. Office of Personnel 
Management. Under Executive Orders 
No. 12353 (March 23, 1982), Charitable 
Fund-Raising, and No. 12404 (February 
10, 1983), Charitable Fund-Raising, the 
Director is responsible for establishing 
charitable fund-raising policies and 
procedures in the Executive Branch. 
With the advice of appropriate 
interested persons and organizations 
and of the Executive departments and 
agencies concerned, he makes all basic 
policy, procedural, and eligibility 
decisions for the program. The Director 
may authorize the conduct of 
demonstration projects in one or more 
CFC locations to test alternative 
arrangements differing from those 
specified in this part for the conduct of 
fund-raising activities in Federal 
agencies. 

3. In §.950.211, paragraphs (g) and (h) 
would be added to read.as follows: 


§ 950.211 Local Federal coordinating 
committees. 

(g) Integrity of local Federal 
coordinating committee. A local Federal 
Coordinating Committee may not serve 


as a Principal.Combined Fund 
Cnpetion tion. 

(h) Review of local Federal 
coordinating committee eligibility 
decisions. Local eligibility decisions 
shall be made by the local Federal 
Coordinating Committee. Local 
Committees shall determine whether a 
voluntary agency has direct, human 
health and welfare services available to 
Federal employees in the local campaign 
solicitation area. Such decisions shall be 
made at an open meeting of the local 
Federal Coordinating Committee and 
upon giving notice to interested parties. 
Interested parties denied admission to 
the Campaign may petition the local 
Federal Coordinating Committee to 
reconsider its denial of admission. Such 
petition for reconsideration may be 
dismissed as untimely unless it is 
received by the local Federal 
Coordinating Committee within ten (10) 
days after the petitioning party has 
received actual or constructive notice of 
the decision of which reconsideration is 
sought. A petition for reconsideration 
shall be supported by facts justifying 
reversal of the original decision. If the 
local Federal Coordinating Committee 
unanimously refuses to reconsider its 
decision, or reconsiders its decision and 
unanimously affirms the denial of 
admission, then its decision shall be 
final. If at least one member of the local 
Federal Coordinating Committee 
believes that the decision merits further 
review, or if the local Federal 
Coordinating Committee, having 
received a petition for reconsideration, 
fails to act thereon within ten (10) days 
of its actual receipt thereof, then the 
matter may be appealed, pursuant to the 
provisions of 5'\CFR 950.525(e), to the 
Director, whose decision shall be final. 

4. 5 CFR 950.303 would be revised to 
read as follows: 


§ 950.303 Types of fund-raising methods. 
(a) The methods used by voluntary 
agencies in public fund-raising shall be 

either federated or independent. A 
national federated group shall meet the 
same eligibility criteria as a national 
voluntary agency, and have at least 10 
local voluntary agency presences in 
each of at least 300 local combined 
campaigns. In federated campaigns, 
local voluntary agency representatives 
join contractually into a single 
organization for fund-raising purposes. 
A local United Way, united fund, 
community chest, or other local 
federated group may be considered and 
supported as a single agency. Local 
chapters or affiliates of national 
agencies may form local federations or 
be admitted as additiona! participating 
members of national federated groups. 
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(b) An independent campaign is one 
conducted by a local unit of a national 
voluntary agency through its own fund- 
raising organization, or by a local non- 
affiliated agency which otherwise meets 
established eligiblity criteria. Voluntary 
agencies may conduct independent 
campaigns or participate in a federation. 

5. In 5 CFR 950.307, paragraph (f) 
would be added to read as follows: 


§ 950.307 Definitions of terms used in 
Federal arrangements. 

(f) Local non-affiliated voluntary 
health and welfare agency. Local non- 
affiliated voluntary agencies are 
voluntary agencies that provide health 
and welfare services in the local area, 
and otherwise meet the established 
eligibility criteria of this part, other than 
the national scope criterion of 5 CFR 
950.403{c). 

6. 5 CFR 950.403(c)(3)(iv) would be 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 950.403 General requirements for 
National Agencies. 

(c) National Scope. A National 
voluntary agency must demonstrate 
that: 


* * * * . 


(3) It has national scope, that is, scale, 
goodwill, and acceptability; this may be 
demonstrated as follows: 


* * * * * 


(iv) By the national character of any 
public campaign, which may be shown 
by an applicant having at least 200 local 
chapters, affiliates, or representatives 
that promote its campaign. 

7. 5 CFR 950.405 (a)(1) and (a)(6) 
would be revised to read as follows: 


§ 950.405 Specific requirements. 

(a) Eligibility. To be eligible for 
approval by the Director for 
participation in the Combined Federal 
Campaign, a national voluntary agency 
must be one: 

(1) That is a voluntary charitable 
health and welfare agency as defined in 
5 CFR ‘950.101; 


(6) That has a direct and substantial 
presence in the local campaign 
community, meaning that Federal 
employees and their families are able to 
receive, within a reasonable distance 
from their duty stations or homes, 
services that are directly provided by 
the voluntary agency or that 
demonstrably depend upon, or derive 
from, the specific research, educational, 
support, or similar activities of that 


particular voluntary agency. 
Demonstration of direct and substantial 
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presence in the local campaign 
community, including adequate 


documentation thereof, shall at all times, 


and for all purposes, be the burden of 
the voluntary agency. Such direct and 
substantial presence shall be 
determined in light of the totality of the 
circumstances in each case, including, 
but not necessarily limited to, 
consideration of the following factors: 

(i) The availability of services, such as 
examinations, treatments, inoculations, 
preventative care, counseling training, 
scholarship assistance, transportation, 
feeding, institutionalization, sheltering, 
and clothing, to persons working and 
living in the local campaign community. 

(ii) The presence within the local 
campaign community, or within 
reasonable commuting distance thereof, 
of a facility at which services are 
rendered or through which they may be 
obtained, such as an office, clinic, 
mobile unit, field agency, or direct 
provider; or specific demonstrable 
effects of research, such as personnel or 
facilities engaged therein or specific 
local applications thereof. 

(iii) The availability to persons 
working or residing in the local 
campaign community of communication 
with the voluntary charitable agency by 
means of home visits, transportation, or 
telephone calls, provided by the 
voluntary agency at no charge to the 
recipient or beneficiary of the service. 

(iv) Awareness within the local 
Federal community of the existence, 
activities, and services of the voluntary 
charitable agency. 

Provided, that voluntary charitable 
health and welfare agencies whose 
services are rendered exclusively or in 
substantial preponderance overseas, 
and that meet all the eligibility criteria 
set forth in this Part except for the 
requirement of direct and substantial 
presence in the local campaign 
community, shall be eligible to 
participate in each local solicitation 
area of the Combined Federal 
Campaign: 

8. Section 950.501 would be revised to 
read as follows: 


§ 950.501 Authorized local voluntary 
agencies. 


A local voluntary agency shall meet 
the same criteria as a national voluntary 
agency, except national scope, and shall 
be evaluated under the criteria set forth 
in this Part by the local Federal 
Coordinating Committee recognized by 
the Director for that local community. A 
local affiliate of an eligible national 
agency shall be given a presumption of 
eligibility for admission to the local 
c: mpaign by the local Federal 
Coordinating Committee, but it must 
2 so meet the local presence criterion of 
. CFR 950.405(a)(6). Local non-affiliated 


voluntary health and welfare agencies 
shall be evaluated separately by the 
local Federal Coordinating Committee to 
determine whether they are eligible 
under this Part. If a local non-affiliated 
voluntary agency receives less than 
$3,000 in designated contributions in a 
local campaign for a single year, then 
the local Federal Coordinating 
Committee may, in its discretion, debar 
the local non-affiliated voluntary agency 
from participating in the local campaign 
for a period not to exceed three (3) years 
thereafter. 

9. Section 950.503(a) would be revised 
to read as follows: 


§ 950.503 Participation in Federal 
campaigns by local affiliated agencies. 


* * * * 


(a) Arrangements shall be established 
by each local Federal Coordinating 
Committee to evaluate local voluntary 
agencies that seek to solicit separately 
from local federated groups. These 
procedures shall require eligible local 
voluntary agencies to preregister with 
the local Federal Coordinating 
Committee to participate in the 
Combined Federal Campaign for that 
year. An eligibility meeting shall be held 
to decide which agencies are eligible. 
Arrangements shall be made by the 
Central Receipt and Accounting Point to 
distribute contributions to eligible 
voluntary agencies, after appropriate 
adjustments are made for “shrinkage” 
and approved administrative costs. 

10. Section 950.521(b) would be 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 950.521 Campaign and Publicity 
Materiais. 


*. . . * * 


(b) distribution of any bona fide 
education material of the voluntary 
agencies or provision of other services 
to employees at Federal establishments 
must be handled through the Federal 
agency occupational health units; and 
not the CFC coordinators. While there is 
no intent to restrict the normal 
educational or service activities that 
voluntary agencies provide in Federal 
agencies, no special distribution of 


.materials or services should be planned 


within Federal facilities during the 
campaign, giving undue publicity to a 
particular voluntary agency or category 
of voluntary agencies during the 
campaign period. Violation of this 
requirement by any voluntary agency 
may be grounds for the local Federal 
Coordinating Committee to disqualify 
the voluntary agency from further 
participation in the local CFC for that 
year after due notice to the voluntary 
agency concerned. 


* * * * * 
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11. In Section 950.525, paragraph (e) 
would be added as follows: 
§ 950.525 National Coordination and 
Reporting. 


. * . * 


(e) Any decision of a local Federal 
Coordinating Committee that is 
appealed to the Director by any 
charitable agency or charitable 
federated group or by any applicant for 
solicitation privileges in a local 
campaign shall be given due weight by 
the Director. Any such appeal shall be 
looked upon with disfavor unless it 
raises a substantial question of fairness, 
construction of these regulations, or 
application of the policies, procedures, 
directives, and guidance of the Director. 
Unless the Director orders otherwise, all 
burdens of proof, of persuasion, and of 
going forward shall be borne by the 
appellant. An appeal may be dismissed 
as untimely unless it is received by the 
Director within the ten (10) days next 
following after the appellant has 
received actual or constructive notice of 
the decision from which the appeal is 
taken. Every appeal shall be submitted 
in writing; shall set forth a concise 
Statement of the decision from which 
the appeal is taken, the grounds for the 
appeal, and the relief sought by the 
appellant; and shall be accompanied by 
written proof that copies thereof have 
been served upon the local Federal 
Coordinating Committee and any other 
proper party in interest whose 
participation in the appeal may be 
appropriate for the just disposition 
thereof. The local Federal Coordinating 
Committee and any other proper party 
in interest may respond to the appeal. 
Every response, to be timely, shall be 
received by the Director within the five 
(5) days next following after the 
respondent has received actual or 
constructive notice of the appeal. Every 
response shall be submitted in writing; 
shall set forth a concise statement of the 
facts and arguments that the respondent 
believes are material; and shall be 
accompanied by written proof that 
copies thereof have been served upon 
the appellant and any other proper party 
in interest. The Director may, for good 
cause, extend or shorten the time limits 
herein set forth and waive requirements 
for written submissions and proofs of 
service. The Director may, in his sole 
discretion, stay any decision of a local 
Federal Coordinating Committee 
pending his review thereof. All decisions 
of the Director shall be final, and shall 
be executed forthwith by the local 
Federal Coordinating Committee or bv 
such other person or entity as the 
Director may direct to do so. 


(Executive Orders Nos. 12353 and 12404) 


[FR Doc. 8317268 Filed 6-23-83; 8:45 am] 
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Note: The Office of the Federal Register proposes to terminate the 
formal program of agency publication on assigned days of the 
week, See 48 FR 19283, April 28, 1983. 


List of Public Laws 


Last Listing June 17, 1983 

This is a continuing list of public bills from the current session of 

Congress which have become Federal laws. The text of laws is not 

published in the Federal Register but may be ordered in individual 

pamphlet form (referred to as “slip laws") from the Superintendent 

of Documents. U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 
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